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ABSTRAC"T <i 
~.,/'C , , 

The Ph.ase I Na: i~na I As ~es tent of Shop1 i ~t ~ ~~ ~ndEmBI oy~e Theft 

pro~rams culminated :n the devel0r.ent .and fe~slbl flty ~ssessment of . 

varlOUS data collectl0n methodolo}.nes lntended for USe tn a Phase II 
" j 

assessment and/or future research projects in this topic area. This 

reportgescribes the procedures used to deve19P and pilot~test these 

methodologies, as well, as the results of these field feasibility tests. 
, , , 

The data sources and methodologies studied during the field fea-

lbi lityassessment are!: 

• Observations of shoppers. 

• Stagings ofshopllfting incidents . 

• Self-reports of shqplifting by students • 
.. 

• Self.;,r~ports of emploYee theft by retail employees. 

• Shopper<intervlews. 
! ]" • 

". Ex i s t i ng retai 1 records. 

• Offender prqcess tracing. 
~<"\ • 

• Shoplifting court't\valuat;on interviews. 

These methodologies and instruments were intended as tools for fu;t.ure 
.. , 

research directed at (1) measuring"the nature and extent of the theft 

problem (both shoplifting and employee theft) anq/or (2) measuring the 

impact of antitheft strategies. 
, " 

The results of the feasibility studies indicate that the~roposed 
'\ ;:-

rneasyrement strategies are generally feasible forfuturere~earch" given 

some modifications. Measures and procedures were fe~sible in terms of 

the minimal implementation problems, relative cost, and the degree of 
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Theproc~dures for ob,serving shoppers ,and staging shopliftings were 

given spec:iafattention because of their potential fm" pinpointing the 
co 

actual shoplifting rate in a given store and determining the character-
'1 

oistics. and behavior patterns of shoplifters {as opposed tQ selective 
" \.' ~; . 

d~tab~sed on apprehended shoplifters}! Tijese procedures were success~': 
' .. 

ful1yiinplemented. For example, based on more than 2QO'observations in 

a major department store, i,t was, estimated that approximately 7.~ percent 
rS' I) 

of the customers entering the stpre shoplifted something during their 
:. "\ 

visit. This methodology is potentially'useful for all retailers concerned 

about shoplifting. 
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Chapter" 1 

INTRODUCTION: THE PURPOSE AND " () 
NATURE OF FIELD FEASIBILITY RESEAR.CH 

Ii 

Duri.ng the fin~l months of this Phase I Assessment, the~lesting-
, ,,/,' .. ) " .... , .' '~\, .. ' '·T.: 

hou.se ·'~ta;ffhas focused on developing"iHid testing the feasibility of d~ta 

collection instruments an'd' procedures intended for use ina Phase II 
// 

assessment or other future research projects in thi s topic ar:ea. (See 
<"..:. .:' 

Rosenbaum et al • ,1979, f~r.,,~, .. detailed discussion.of the pr~liminary 
, I. v \ , ,_, _,r .. I~ ,.' •. ",;,,~.''''J1''"'~}I'".''I:.''~:~'·· 1....") ,,') 

des~"gn plans}. This preliminary work is. very important g~ven the press-
-" 1 

i".9 need for further research and eval uation in th;r~ tDPlc area. Further 

t'esearch can be expected because of: 
I; 

• The serious financ:,ial" burden placed on Amerfcan shoppers as a 
resul t of the theft probl em., .l-

• The widespread use of costly anti-theft ~:trategies. 

• The absence of reliable and valid data ~oncerning either the 
nature of the theft probl em Of' the eff~tti veness of anti '~heft 
strategi es. ,," 

l 

The absence of reliable and valid measut:ement instruments and meth­

ods is the major obstacle on the road to und~~standingthenature and 
~. . /' ~ :' 

I 

extent of shopl i fting and emplo.yee theftn ,as wen as conducti ng meani ng-

ful evalua'tions. of 'arititheftstrategies." Retaile~s haVe made! substan-
/: 

tial investments of time and money in c,ertain antitheft devices and 
I' 

'~,ctiviti es, wiJh the' assumption that . .theseapproaches are cost..;,tlfi'fec-

ti ve in" comba tt in 9 the the ft Jlrob 1 em., Un fo rtuna tel y, there a ~e,Jtese nt­

ly very ~ittle evaluation data that speak to the effectivenessff the" 

major ant~:h:ft s~rategi"S. Similarly, because of, the paucitl of 9?od 

research, "Httl~ ls,.,known about the theft problem, oti~~r thal selective 

, 1 0 J 
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information, avaiJabl e from store apprehensions an~ inventory figures. 

Essentially, we have fou'nd that retail companies,irrgeneral, have nei­

,ther the research/evaluation expertise nor the resources to adequately 

measure the theft probl em or the" impact of antitheft' str.ategi es. 

GiV~~ this':'pr()blem, w~\\previousl; proposed that a Phase II assess­

ment should seek to (I)-assess the processes and impact of.selected anti­

theft"strategies, using sound evaluation desi gns and a new measurement 

approac~. and (2) improve our understanding of the retail theft problem. 

'the ;(primary thrust of the fea~i bil ity work reported here was to develop 

and conduct a preliminary assessment of some new measurement strategies 

"'f, that would be useful for meeting both of the above objectives. The in-

I.~ 

terrel ationship of these" objectives shoul d be emphasi zed. Without better 

measures of the extent and nature of the theft probl em, ,stores will 

have a limited ability to assess the impact of antltheft strartegies. 

High quality measu~ement is essential forco~ducting a meaningful eval-

uation. Thus, improving the measurement of the theft problem is so im­

portant as a first step in this field that it was treated as the central 

focus of our feasibility °worla. 

1.1 The General At)pro~ch to Measurement 
(/ 

W.ehave considered several alter-native approaches to collecting 

data about the nature and extent of shopl!i fting and employee theft, 

and each has its own drawbacks. In terms of sampling units, we have 

concluded that the best approach for conducting preliminary research in 

this area is an"intensive site-specific" s'trategy. This approach calls 

for feasibiHty tests at only one or two sit~is so that the development 

and refinement of measures and measurement procedures can occur under " 

I! : 
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relatively uniform conditions, allOwing for monitoring and immediate 
I ,;-- ~ 
\', 

feedback. In a~~,ition, tMs si~~-specific approach holds the potential 

for the,convergence of multiple measures in a "closed system" so that the 

relative losses due to shoplifting, employee theft, and bookkeeping can 

be identified. However, this outcome will be possible only afterre ... 

liable and valid :measures have been developed in each area. A,lternative 
I] 

approaches also hav~ been cQnsidered. The possibility of developing na~ 

tional'and regional estimates of the theft pro'blem'was seriously exam-
. n 

ined, but was dismissed for campell ing reasons discussed in our Prelim-

i,lary Design Report. 

The development of measurement plans did not occur withou~ consid: 

eration for the possi bl e ~ of the instruments and procedures. "thether 

the measures are used for research (e.g., What are the causes of retail 

theft?) or for evaluation purposes (e.g., Is closed-circuit television 

effective?), the most important variables in the measurement pJan are 

the actual rates of shoplifting and employee theft among specific groups. 

Thus, various approaches to measureing both shoplifting and employee 

theft have"been developed and tested a", part of the field feasibility 

work. Determining the rate of shopHfting among customers in a given 

retail store was a primary objective of the field feasi.bility work. 

Al though many of the ,data-col 1 ection feasi ~il ity tests were limited by·· 

OMB regul ations, a rather extensi Ve and ri gorous test of our shopl i ft-

i ng measurement strategy was conducted. Thi s measurement approach!,. i n­

vol ved fiel d observations of shoppers, staged shopli fti,ngs. and related 

activities. This report gives special attention to the results of these 

feasibility tests, as this measurement strategy may be very useful to 
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Altb~ugb measures of shoplifting and employee theft behaviors were 
, :' ,';:' " 

given special attentJlon in the feasfbility tests~oth~r measures were 

also developed etther,to evaluate specific ,.ntitheft strategies or to 
" h 

better assess the nature of the theft probl~ll\:\ For example, a' customer 
\ . . ," ~ I. 

\\'\, interview was desi g~~das an evaluation'tool for anti th~ft acti,~ities,,~ 
\while a procedure for el iciting sel f-reports fr'om ShOP'; fters was devel­

oped for both evalu~~ion and research purposes. In ad~ition, instru­

me~t~ "were developed to obtai n s~l f-reportsof shopl i fting Jrom stud,ents 

and self-reports of employee theft from retail employees. For evaluat-

tion purposes, an instrument was developed to assess a ~nique shoplift-

ing court. Finally, existing retail records on shoplifting cases were 

,reviewed and evaluated. 
" 

J
, In Chapters 2 through 7 ,of this report, descriptions are provided 

''OJ of th~ procedures used to develop and pHot-test the instrumentation and 

fJel d procedures considered i~portant for future eval uation/research in 

this topic area. Furthermore,"the results of the fie~d feasibility tests 

are described and recommendations for futur~ wor~ are offered. Speci-

. fically, the f"ollowing dat~, sources and methodologies were studied during 

the field feasibility tests: 

• Observations of shopper behavior. 

• Stagings of shoplifting incidents. 

o' Sel f .. reprots of shopl i fting by stydents. 

• Self-reports of employee theft by retail employees. 

\) • Shopper i ntervi ews • 

• Existing retail records. 
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• Offender process traci~9 data. 

.Co u rt- rel a ted da ta. " 

The basic question that"was addressed in the field feasibility 
,\ 

was whether or not the proposed measur~,s and methodologies (listed above) 
o 

are practical and useful for future evaluation/research. The feasibil-
\' 

ity of the measurement plans was assessed primarily in terms of various 
\) 

implementation problems. However, the factors of cost, 'reliability, 

and validity were also discussed whenever possible, to aid in the de­

termination of feasibility. Because of the pioneering nature of several 
,', 

measurement plans, the feasibility r'esults and retomm,endaMons reported 

here are especially important for future work on shoplifting and employ­

ee theft. 
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" Chapter 2 

MEASURING 'SHOPLIFTING AND APPREHENSION RATES THROUGH 
fIELD OBSERVATIONS AND STAGED THEFTS 

2.1 Obser~ations o 
o f '-~" ' 

Like" all crime reduction programs, the primary goal of the various 

antishoplifting str:.ategies is to reduce t,h,e' number of criminal events "oe-
,""-:' 

:.~ 

curringin a particular area (in ,this case, the area is defined as 
," 

'" selectedre~ailstores or departments). In ,order to assess such programs, 

an accurate measure of the target behaviors must be employed. That 'is," 
o " ../ " 

appropriate measures of the s~oplifting ra~e must be developed. The de-

ficienciesof inventory figur~~and apprehension records for 'this purpose 
'.,,- ... ,i::::'::.ii.""':::~, 

" were documented in the Final Report of this project, (Bickmanet al., 

1979) • In many wi(y~, 'these conventional measures produce problems similar 

to those encountered in using reported crimes'''to assess community crime 
" 

prevention programs. One of the pri ncip 1 e obj ecti yes of thefeas i bi 1 i ty, 

assessment was toTrdetennine the feasibility of using field obsf:1rvation~"~o 
, : ,'. ,,:' """ -~ . .1; .:::i·· ,_ ;;;1.' ~,';", ~!/y . ·~.:<;.:1" 

establ ish a shoplifting rate which ~ouHi be independent of anygi yen se-
;) , 

, curity pr09r~m. 

This phase of the"feasibility assessment involved two principal 
v ' 

"components: Go C, 
" ,;j , " 

• The develclPmemt and im6lenientationofa b,rief ,training 
'f9roi nexpe,ri enced observer,s. 

program 

.,')'~~Small-scale implementation of the observations and an asses¥{. 
'ment of.. the feasibility in terms offif~ld procedures andabl11ty . 

to i denti fycrimi na,l events.' " 
,~ , 

.~ This section (2.1) presents the details of this work. First, the 

'training program Will be presented and components discussed0briefly. This' 
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will b ' . 
e followed bya presentation of, the fieldprt~cedures. "Finally, the" 

results of the feasib1rlity study wi 11 be summarized and ass~S~ed'. ,\ , '" 
" , ' ,,,,, (j' 

Before proceedi ng ~a bri ef overvi ew of the des i gn f6r ttJis phase of "', 

the research i's'~ in,order. The general plan ~as to implement, J ona ,small "0,<:;" 

scale, ,a study that woul d both test the feasibility 0' f' l"m l' ' t:' , '" ,'," " , p emen lng the 
~i e 1 dobservation and assess the accuracy of these~,observati ons • This 

latter component of the study repr,esented a Significant advance over pre-

vious,~attempts in this area (cf. Astor 197' 0') The basl'c d ,;, " , '"~ " "', eSlgn was to 
be a dOUb""le bl i nd, experiment in which the ob,' ~ervers were ' , to be randomly 
assigned to regular customers and to Confederates who would stage 'ShOp-

liftings while in the store. This doJble assignment wa~"'thOU9htto be 

n,ecessary to gaugebQth the shoplifting rate and assess the accuracy of 

the o~servation staff. The experiment wa~, to be doublebH'n:d in that ,; 
• ~<:;:;~,.,:t 

neither the observer nor the confeder~te was to be aware of the other I s 

presence. However, due, to"difficulties encountered early in the feaSi-

bility study, the double blind aspec,t of the design w' as '" " not implemented 
as planned. 

2.1.1 Training ofField Staff 

, The field staff for the observation feasibility study conSisted of 

32 advanced undergraduates enrolled in a research methodolo~;~oc~~ass !('at ' 

Loyola ,~niversi ty of Chi cago. The students had substantial ~aCkgrOUndS~'""\'''' 
in psychology and basic knowledge of research methodology. The staff was 

, diVided into 16 observation teams' h' ' ,eac conslstirigofone female and one 
':" 

ma 1 e partner, wi th two except ions'. (These two teams each conta i ned two 
females.)' 

Fonnal training of thlt'field st~ff was comprised of six hours of 

o 
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, " 'Il' , '., .' ( " ,:.' "...'.. ',.'. '" 

the, sma\f ,samp1'ei.1ze pr#c1udes conelusive estimate~~ ~f this1effect" 

a d~~~ease ,-i,~ the n~mbe'rof "10st SUbject~:II:and reports of inc,rea$ed con-
..' o. ~' " 'I J' ,. ~:" ' " 

" " ,fidence 00 th,e patt of the field 'staff tendtd su'bstantiate t'his' obs:r-
.~, .. : . ' .. ~' ' . , ' 

> ',1\. "" 

the fiel d. activities Qof the 
, ' " 

"siaffweremonitQied, whi
g
1e con~ucting observations." Thi.s pr~videcl a 

'. < source of continual·feedback to the staff that waS orjented '~oward solving 
i"F, '" > ," 

'tactical~rob~e~s re!ative·to spedfic~observers. Duriqg the implemen-
!.," , '\ ' , 

t,ation of the feasibility study, one hour each week was also spent de-

. '5 ,;briefing the 'field staff , di'scussing various prob'lems, and formulating 

~ote~tial $,~lutions to the~e complications. In ~otal ,the training 

. ' process 'consist'edOf 'aRRroXimately 12 hours of fonnal" and informal in-
• ." ,'> I') '- -

, . 

'.' ."" The combination of: specific;: instruction"and ,weekly debriefings 
'" 
r:created a, dynamic interplay between the field staff a~cI!~~he supervisory 

, . . . 
, . •. ~ I 

personnel that improved the. impleilJentation of the study • The feedback 
. 0 ' ; , 

from observers assisted in tailoring and refining "the pr.ocedural and, 

tactical aspec~~sof the study. As aresu 1 t of thi s1'b'teract ion, modi­

fications wer~ instituted whi~ch improved a number of aspects of the 
~ , " . ' , 

observational methodology. ' 

2,.1.2. Implementation Procedures' 

This section is a review and discussion of the .implementation 
~ 

phase of,thestu~y.' It does not, ho~ver, cov~r the details concerning 

, , the' use of seeded "confederate shoplifters. (That po~tionof the ~tudy is' 

covered ~in .Section ·,2.'2. ) The presen't!.' section discusses the location and c," 

descriptiorrofthe implementation site and reviews the spe.cific 

,'" 
',;-' -;:" 

\ 



~~~~~'::::'~~~~:~'~"'~~::;:_~_. F "':":': .M" ,:!":.~,:"",~~~=~;"~,~_ .. , ""~Q====--_'._" ________ '. /_~. _ , .... -.. }~~il~ _ 1~~::::::::::::::: '::~::a",,",-"::""~-""=<:"';-"'" -. ":-'-"-"'X'""""""';"_",,","""'M~"'._"=~"-'-"'_'~_'~' _~_ .' 
----~--.--~.-.• --- ,.-.,.-:---~. --...•.. -----.~--~-.-------~--~-----. ----~----.~-.----~-.--.... ---~-.-~-~~-~ -~------.-''--... --'.~ .-.~-". 

I, 

~' , 

~!I . 

'If' 

. i ' 
, • , • • '. ..' , ~j' 

- .1 \' ", -, ". 

'·The team}:,onfigUl4a~i~n.,was-,! ~a~ed on five primary considerations • 

. frarne"of the study. - Second, two~member, teams reduced c~ordi~ation prob­

':;,,;,lems ont~e floor (handsignals and gestures could be used, rather than' 

radios). ,:!!hir~ the male/~emale combincation alloWed access to every 
• ,',;'. '\' ' '. • ". \::l , • 

, department)~ndprovided possible, "cOvers" for the 'observers'. Fourth, if 
, ~ " c; ". ".' ;\>::--z. .' . t'_,' i:t' . jJ JJ- ~'~, .'. a , 

:asubject was in a department for a sUbstantial length ,of time, the ob~'; 

, serverscotil d trade 6ff sur?v~ill ance and th'ereby reduce the H ke H hood 

of detection.'Fifth,the use gf teamsredo,ced ,anxiety Qon the part,of 
. ., • . . I' ~ , ~') . '. ' . '. , 

the observers by supplying peer support~ We maintain "that the reduction _ 

produced more 
Q 

. ' 

During implementation, opportunities arose to uSJ~ "bothsin91e ob-

". ~$ervers ,and observation,. teams 'of three and four members. Th'e re~ulting 
, feed~ackfr~"the staff confirmed that two-person teams produced ~pti~al 

. ~ <J. . "~ v . ,. <;~.::;:\~ 

Assignment proC'edures~ Systematic ',sampling and assignment of, 
" ' 

/1 -

shoppers to observation 0 teams was essential for producing a representative 
~ , ~ . , 

. sample.2f the shopper population. (111 addition, assignment of confederate\ . 
, ','J 

,shopli~ters t'b ,0bserVii,tion',:teams ~~s -alse requ;;red.) AS$ignment of i~\ 
.' e, '.. • . ! .' '.y,/ " 

. " 

. , .. . 
-.- , ......... "'-~--~'-'~-' 

", 

-0 

; 

/ 
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,,' 
• ,I,-:='. • 1" , ', 

.. ' 'Anti 1 :he o.r she exi ted the, ~tore. _ 0 • 

, . 
" t 

" \.l 

, . 

. . Durtn9 . the' tOl.l"rse·, of the s:tudy, a rota tHma 1 procedure was de-

velopedJorcanvass1ngthemosthighly traffitk~dentrances. ' Fo~r} 
.. ' .,' . , . '_ .. " , ,. '/, . . .'. " ":~ :'1, :1 

'entrancestlerefoundto have. high tr~fficflow and thl!f were,used for the 
\!l . '. " ,1" ';'" '~:;. ,,! . 

c· " • " ' }\ ." ...:' 

' .. ·e;.feasibilitystudy •. The 'oi>servatibnteams moved Jrom ~oor to door, in a 
. ", , ''';\' . • ___ ~'_~"".:::.-_' r.:~" . 

'!~lQc~Wise fa'shion""andwer~assignedone subjectfr,om ,each door. This 
. ,..' ", .\' , '- . 

. 'methodreducedthe frequency with which the observers. were seen uSing a 
" " ' .' .' , ," 

'( " 

',' speCific entraJlce and limjted"their'repeated presence in'specific depart-
-.;,..j;;\ :' :," . ' ,:. " .. or) ',~ ( . " 

" <.) , ments. >', \~ 
'.;, 

'::;' 

'. \ "", ',', 0.1" .,,' ~'J ,-. '. r " ' i,~, ," 
. ~ ... 1 n . an atteml)ttoevaluate. the effecti veness of the fi e 1 d . obserya-, 

,tions,'lth~'field Obs~rvers were periodically assigned to confeder~tes, 
'rather thanreguhr., sho'ppers •. The confederate's goal was to enter the 

.' ' , • ,"'- 'J '~:¢~~r(" :} 
~nd r~ove the merchandise Trom the store. 

". Thisnebessitatedthe use ofathird party, under the guise .of t.~e r~n­

'O"dom·~s$igriment' prcicedlJre".Who coordinated and assigned the fieldst~ff: 
,", .:, ,I;. f) J',' ' J ~ , " ' 

"tosurvei.lthe confederates. '''', d",}:~} 
.... '.'~;;, ... ',,,'., 

.,. . . Empl oyi ngthe.J above procedures ~ a' total of 262 subjects were ob-
0,. _ " , '" ' Ii' : - '. 
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Characteristics of customers were observed dUring ttle four-week 

implementation period. The rac;eand sex of individuals. entering the store 
" ,d{ , :: \ ,,' " \! 

. throug~ ·theJ'f91J~·hmajor·entrances werere~~mded. The sample was also 
. '. .' , 
taken 1.n the same time'frame that the'observatio~s were conducted~ 

.This survey showed 26.percent of the shoppers to be male and 
. ~ 

74 percent were female. Jhese figures ate roughly equivalent to those of 

the. observed po~ulation" where 29 percent were mal~ and 72 percent were 
" . , 

found to .be female· (lOl percent due'torounding error). 

. W.ith rega.rdto race,1;he observati.pnal data indicate that approxi~", 

'mately 55 percent of those subjects followed were white,' 40'percent were 

::; . black·,. and fiv.e percent) were of some other, racial category. The sample 
.) . " 

of nonobserved subjects reveafe.~ 49 perce.nt of~,~hopper~ to be white,') 
, '", '! .''\\ \., • ;~/:~::--;.: 

46 percent to be black, and fi ve\percent to be of othet" r~r.:es • 
• ';. ,,;;::0/-;'/ 

, The lack of variation in th~ two samples indicat;d that the ran-
"l~' \ ':')"" 

domly. selected~sftmple of observed subjects tended to be representative 

of tho~e shoppers entering the stOre at the time the observations were 
, • .' 'J ,. 

condlJcted.The "slight variance may be accounted for by the difference 

in sampling error. 

Data collection. .A number of possible data col]ection methods Were 
C) , ,d ... "' ''') 

explored prior to the impl ementatiot) phase of the study. ",·Possible options 

ranged from concealed tape recorders uS.ed to record detailed behaviors to 

notebooks and the recording of highly specific data points. 

The fdnnat for data cpllectionwasdeveloped and refined as the 

il11plemJntation prOgressed. Initially, the field staff used a limited set 
r..) , 

of (.datapoints 'as benchmarks for, taking 'iDQ,te~, ~\uripg,~~surveillance. The 

notes,'fwere used toreconstr~ct the ev~nts onder surv~Hlance and provide 
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,a, nar"at1yerevteWofeac~ subject. 'The, same basic procedure;;!~as followed 
(1) 0 

th~secondWeek. '. However~data p~ints Were add~d, to the ~chedJ~e and the 

~arrativ~fonnat was,";;r~p1aced',bya detailedoutli'ne~ Theserevi\iOrlS ',' 
, : ',. ' .' o· "X',. ' .' ,,.it ;", '. i~" 

reduced the-,infonnat1onaLcont$nt o('the field notes to a pragmat1lf leveL 
",~, , 

" ,. ' " ~r l/ > ~t{r 

Allrequi~eddatapointswere,covered. ' .. 
. ' ' , " I~' , " 11 

'Ff.,al1y.~itwo-pageschedu1ewas developed which combined the 
, " " .~ l 

: ',', ,. " . ' . y . , . ..'\1' , . . .~' _ . 

',~out1ine fonnatwithout. fOl1egoingthe. observer's~ detailed cOmments and 
'-,;~' - .. ' ',:, ; ':, , ' .. ' , . .' ::r'.-·' /'. -.-. , 

·:'Jlimpressl0ns ~Th:e" i~0 .. page.:schedu1e 1 i s1:ed a 11 data poi nts ,and provi ded 
),. ~~ I;' , -".. . ' . '. " - - (i", ", , ~ •. ~', .' '::: < 

'" ,,' '\I ' 

"ample space for comments. These schedules were completed after every 

sllbject.Thts tended to 'reduce possible errors due to memory. .Addi ... 

t1onally,thEt revised schedules allowed for pre~'ise answers dictated by 
~ 0 

the outline fOl"l1latwithoutcompletely shapi.ngthe data. (See Appendix B 
D ,i:~) , v.. r.; ":". ."'," ' , 

·for~amp1eou't1 tnes and"17evisedschedules.) 
I 

Dfscontinuedobservations'. ~f()ur conditions existed which neces-' 
, ' 

sltated, pr,ocedura l' ,restricti ons. 
I 

ln~ these" four cases, the dec is ion waSi 
': '-"~,-':. "l~ < 

" 
made tOd1scontinue' observations if the subject: 

q 

• Rem~inedin the store in ex.cess of two hours. 
'1) 

It Was found·tobe·an employee. 
, , II 

... Entered~one of the fonnal restaurants. J' o. 'I .', 
" . -&'. , :,.' :/ 

• "Entered one. of the two small cafeterias and di d not/, ex it wi th~ n 
19 lTti nutes • .' ' '','. /1 

-';\ h 
. . I' 

These precedents were devised before the" study was implemeQ'ted and we!;,e 
" ',>,: . 

'., . . .' , 

, based on. .... pra. gmati c cons i derations. 
u 

, , ' ~:} , . "" . 1,'. • r.: ' c 

In sumnary,a number of procedural and tacticayas,pects'evo1ved and 
. . 0" :' 

~ , , Il 

were ~~:ined as the stu~y progressed. This was done it{ an attempt to 
" I 

c Ii 

'O,t~of1~r the dUign,:ofthe methodolagy to the realitY)f the Sit: and l 
, (f • 

,d! .' C/o I' 
t ~ 

. ~ (, ~ 1) 
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1 ' 
~pe with pl'Ob 1 ems' unfores~n ; n the deve 1 opmenta 1 {hase of th~ , pr~ject. 
The result was 'the growth of practical and re1ative)Y successful field 

~- ", 

procedures. 

Elevators and eS'6a1ators~ Botnelevators and' escal.ators presented 

situation~where the subjects and observers had ,to be inclose proximity 

to ea~h other and where,possible detection of ' the observers was increased. 
" 

~.,Two procedures were developed to reduce these problems. ,First, on 

elevators. both observers enteredO the car wi"th the subject. However, 

cn1y one team m'ember exited with the subject. The other member exited 

at the' next floo~and r,~~di~~voused with the first teammate later. \on 

escalators, one ob~erver anticipated the subject's move and got on th~ 

escalator ahead of the ~ubject. , This enabled the advanced observer to 

stay .ahead of the,·subject while the second observer followed. This pro-

cedure also reduced the likelihood of lOsing the subject by following 

too far behind . 

Dressing rooms. A s izab 1 e number of thefts are, be 1 i eved to d!ccur' 

in department store dressing rool11s. Because of this, it was necessary 

':to devise a strategy whereby such "thefts could be detected without ac­

tual observation of concealment. StIIli1ar to the role of a fitting room 

chec;:ker', the field staff was instructed to count and carefully observe 

the number of item~ the"subject brought into the .dress,ing'O'room and to 

check the numberaga.in when the subject exited. 
, . , , If necessary, the ob-

servers were to check .,the dressing" room ,after the subject left. Of 

the three staged shop 1 i fti ngs whi ch were conductedi n dressing rooms, 

the field staff was successful in identifying one incident. T~e33 

__ ,c..&oiL.. _ _ _, 

, , 
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,:',~)tU'ivtded'i'rit9: thre~ sections. The first, discusses the general feasibility 
:': "f'" ',;. ;~ .< '->'-', ~ :", '",:~.:;"/:-':' ' . . I "'. ~'. :' , ': 

'.'1 ," 

" : \litj\'con:duet;:ng;'~~overtfield:obserivations on a&,large scale in a retail', 
::'· .. ·;-~·'··-~l"."·-~~.'\'."'.·_--,·, .. ':~'!·:· ',.> .. "j;I,' I." ~\ .• ' : ~? 

°ds~~ti,ng,. 'Thesecondd1scusses the sensitivity ~t;, the observers ~oshop-

~4~~"fit1\n9irtci~ents'. "'1bi s1 "~Ol vesa diScuss lonQf the II known events" 

i~:~~~~ed b,vthe"confeaeratestn1tenns of detection,. rates. The;hird sec­

ot1on re;iews the 'observ~tion of $tore customers.' Of primary importance ~ 
• A ""'. ,'. ". '..... '. ",.j, ,~ . ".~ 

:bOtne ob~erved shoplifting 'rate. Also presented in this sectiQn are 

~~veralProjecte~sh~pl1fting rates wbi ch tak~ i"toac:co'~nt the pre-
. ,-:. ' . . ",' . , (., \\ 

,v10usly ide"tifie~, detection rates. , 
Q ~ \ 

, One of the primary criteria for th~> feasibility of these,field 
,', i 

observations' concerned the staff's abi'lity to carry out their dut.ies ..... " .. , , , 

. , . , . , 

:~-~~~ ... ~.:.... .. ,....., .. t"~;"""''''''.''::''''-l'.' "~~,,,,,,;,.~ ,,;;,' •. ,.~ 
, , ' 

'pi 

',f.} 

',', '~fl' . .. , 
\..'l.-

.. , 

',.C.; 

.~ 

\wouldmake t'hem'prime tar~etSof poterftialsurveillance by stQ,r~!iecur1ty. 
'~<;, ' :' " _" . " . ,..' " '., .,' . . ~"" ; .:;y' <:; .'~. • < l') H •. ' . 

However~ the. ·te~ms Were ,rel'atively successful ,in remaining undetected. 
,:\,' ,- " ," ,.", .~;' '" • ' • I," t (! 

.. T~f!fi~ld staff was observed on several occaSions by security," sales 
, " ,.- ".,'.' {J", ',/-" " ." ". Ii:' , ' ~ 

, personn~l', ,andcustQll1ers, but ,their purpose was "'lev.e,r dis,covered. 
, " , . '.' .' ,'C ..' '. '\\... , ".' 

,,9Durhlgthe" firstweek~ many, members of the' fi~lds~.aff "reported 
• "'",,' " .ce.-. ,'", " I, ," " 'l.:.: . > , 

being deotected by both shoppers aQ~jt 's~les persQnnel. "\sor ex~mple, one 

team rep~rted that two'sales cler~s were "pointing att~em and whis- , 0 

pei! ng. " "owever ',~he ,lack of ~'UChrePQrts an~ the ~ ~cr\\; ~g fami - . 

liarity of the staff with technlques of covert~sU,rve1llance 111 subse-
.:;_ I 

., quen~ wee'k;, S!Agg~s't .. thatthese,repor~smay beattribcuted to the~ni­

tial awkwardness and, self-consciousness Qf the observation staff • 
, ,,- "Q c~ 

These prob,l~mscould-have been ,avoided ,with morepreJ iminary field 
\\(' 

exper1 ance .il . , 11 

',' 

'The se~'ond case of:'detect i on occurred d~ri ng the thi rd week and ' 
. : \J ,',' , , "',' '1.'. 

involved 'a single surveillance team of two individuals. This team re- , 

ported ~hatwhl1e ~ollowing a, 'sh9Pper, they noticed that they were bei~g " 

watched ~bY seve~al securi typer~o,nne l' (i,dent.i ffed by two-way r~di os) ,1 n 
'. . ~1 ' , 
their ,vicinity. The malemembe~/of thh team was the object of security 

, > I ,;; I ,< ",,;; '. ' '" ;,' 

" "" attention.· .Whilesecurityobserved him, the female, member remaine~ 
• • " , • • • I, " 

. ,~, 0' 

c,lose enough to overhear their conversation. ,They kn~w he was working 
, '; ,', ~. ~ () 

tn a team buthad,mi~identi.,fi~dthe ,other member. In' addition, they c' 

t~ , "' • 0 .. ~ £: 

, had' no ide,a that he w~s following another shopper bu~ rather, suspec- , 

. "ted him of being, ashoplifter~,,·· Several'store 'employees approached this 
" '. : ',.\ ' 

.(! I' 

o " ,( I' • 0 ". r, . 

"obsetver during the incident to ask if they could, help him, ~ut,he was 

'neither stopped' nor questioned. by ,se~~\~1;~y. t ''7' 

'. . . I, .. ' f!L~' i'1' ~ >;:;..~,~:,.1 rJ 
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'" The third iliciaentoccurred, on the ;last day of observations h, Oone 
, . ',' -., ' .' . .' 

"V~'r.YV1sibl~member: of store security haib~en obs,erved following the 
~':',: ,,:,', -. o· ~j' l ,,"- '. . '," • ~ • .' ) " ,~, . 

,fiE!ldsupervisor occasiOnally during the last few days. On thb c:'final 

day.the:s.upervhor smiledat this i.~dividual and wasasked,if he I!h~d 
',. . . . - . 

i'a",1nute. " ln "the'ensuing discu'ssion" the member of s,ecurity proceeded 
, ., 

, ,tatellthe supervborthat he "knewllwhy he was there. He related that 
"~ '. -, .,':- . , . . :" /' 0 ; 

, " "noth1nghappenedinthestor~without his knowledge. tie \'lent em to 
c' , , " ' , " , Q " c:, 

'5vthathe knewthasupervi ~otwasworki ngw~ths~ore securi ty oni n-

ter~arinvest1gationso,f sillespersonneland that he was working with 

".;,1'Yeother peOP1'e,.Nomention ,of the staged shopliftings was made nor 

anysuggestionthatcus tomers were bei ngfo 11 ow~d. 

',' ":rh~se inciQdents suggest that the, field staff was b not complet.ely 
.. ' .',' . " : '. 

b't i . , Ho',·weve"r'." t' he,i' r pu, rpo~~e)in ,the store was never discovered. un() ,rus ,.'Ie.", ,. . 
.' , I, 

In add'i tio" • there was 1 i ttl eevi de"ce that their presence was known to 

th~,subjects'beingPQbserved. 

oatection rates., The, major chec,k on the effec,ti veness;: \9f the fi eld 
•• "", ,'. ',1" " ,',. II 

observations fnv~l'ved the Cillculatioti ,of a "detectionrate;",thatis, 
,.,.,'. .,," ,', ':': ,;' .,' 0',' 

'an estimate of the proportion of actual shopl1ftings detected by the 
,.' ... ', - -, (:' 

Observers,,: In order to provide" such an, estimate,;' the observation tearns 

'" wen!periodic~l1yassigned aconfede,rate who would shoplift wn; le in 
. .' . - I~'.. . 
.' ." . ~ -., 

:thestore. "This matching procedure was discussed above. By providing a 

pool of known events, and matchingthiobsarvers I field notes with the Q 

tonfed~rates',reports, a detection rClt~ could" be established. Not only 

, c:anthis figure be emplQyedto assess the accuracy of the observers, 
• \', . ' . ,=.' 

.. tl~t.g1ven,~peci(ic,assllll1Pt1ons,Qi~may be employed to "adjust" the 
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'Qbservedshop.1ift~n9 rate for u~reliabi1iti. This i~tter usage will be 

reported 1 ater. " 
q. 

Table 2-1 presents the res~l ts of this s,et of observations., The 
l), If \.\ 

reports of the observers werecategortzed,! into four 1 evel s: (1) No re-
'0 

port of theft; (2) possible inc,ident (no hard evidence of theft, but" 
" . . . '. . .''"' . . l ' " " 

(bbservers""thought one might .have t~,ken place); (3) highly probably 
, . ~," "'j. - " • • .' ,. 

"(absence of merchandise suggested theft, but ac:tofconcealment not 

. ;"wi tnessed); (4) '~ertai n of inci dent (observers wi tnessed concealment). 
"'0' i, 

These varying levels of certainty allow for the
o 

calcuhtion of several 

" detection rates which"range"in value. These can be seen in the right-
.;:,; , 

(;:J 0 

hand colUinnof Tab.le 2-1. The most conservative estimate would involve 

only thos,e incidents in which theobser.va,~ion team was "certain" an ~ 

event oc.curred... At this level, the field statf detected only about 29 

percent of the'se known incidents. GiVen the furtive nature ofn~turally 
" 

oCCU~'riflg shopl1ftings. the second level, which also includes the "highly 

probable"category,might be c:onsideredthe best estimate of the detec-
(J' 

tionrate. Whet? this cat~goryhas been ,included, 46 percent .of ttieknown 

events were identified by the observers. Finally, a II 1 east conserva-. 
tiven detecttpn rate of 54 percent may be obtained if the incidents 

identified, only as IIpossiblau are also included. 
,() , 

II '-.:' 

The above figures suggestthat the field staff was. identifying 
~ , 0 f 

something between 29 and 54 percent of all incidents which 'occ~rred in 

theirpreseilce. This low detect jon rate might be acc:ounted for by 

three factors. First, the furtive nature of Shoplifting'incidents would 
, cP, ' 

. suggest that detection will be considerably less than 100 percent. 

Second, the field staff ~ceived minfmal training and was~elatlvely 
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Table 2-.1 

,Detection Rates for Known Shopl ifting Inci dents U! = 24) 

",'Observeh'" Report 

Certain incident occurred 

Highly probable incident 
occurred 

Possible incident 
occurred 

No report of' theft 

,,, 
\! ;..:\f 
" ' 

, Frequency 

7 

4 

2 

1,1 

o 
Percent 

16.7 

8.3 

45.8 
rr' L 

". 

CUmulative 
Percent 

29.2 

45.9 

54.2 
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inexperienced. Third, the "loss of the "blind" conditionsmeanttliat the 

cQnfed'eratesknew··theywere being followed. This coul dhave produced 
(I . \, , 

,.,,' ,," ,Jl 

more cauti on on thei r part than if they di d no't know .. they were .'be; ng 
(, 

Ii observed. 
;."";;v;:;~, ') 

(This third reason will b~further discussed in Secflen 2.2 , . 

on staged shopltftings.) 

S hop~~ ft i ngra tes . One of the principal goal~of thi,s phase of 

the fea~ibility stL\dy was to detennine whether field observations/w~re a 
<: . "'~-"'" 

viablemethodolo9Y for-ass.es'sing the magnitude of the shopl ifting prob­

,lemwithin a given store. One measure of this problem would be the 

shoplifting rate; that is, the proportion of people who shoplift during 
o 

their visit to a given store. The field observations prov~ge an estimate 

of this rate for the cQoperating'store. 

Table 2-2 presents the "estimated sryopJ iftfng rates for the""limUed 

number of observat;onsmade by t~e field staff. The small number of 
--:;::. 

,9 
cases afJd resulting large standard errors of these estimates d'ictate 

that these figures be vieWed wft~ care. Given this caution, the "most 

con'servative" estimate shows tha~, aroundClthree percent of all shoppers 
':~ 

were observed, engaging in some fdt'1TI of shoplifting. If the "highlyf?ll 
'[ y 

D ,i1 "" • 

probable"and IIpossible categbri~:s are added, the resulting figures are 
1; . , ; ~. 

3.6 and 5.4 percent, respectivel~;h. Gi'ven the ,tentative nature of the 

"possi b 1 e" category, i tmi ght be i~ugges ted that the 3.6 percent fi gure 
,{, • 11. 11 

~ '~- , ,;I • \t 

is the most reasonable observed riate. That is" the field .staff identi..;. 
'. \1· ",' , 

fied, with some certainty,iiincidel~ts (?f shoplifting in 3.6 percent of , 
" '\';,ii ~ " 

\\ 

V ~ 
'! 

H \\ 
Ii II 

the customers followed. 
.. \, 

In addition tb not;rig the irlcidence of shoplifting, "II . , , 
','-;; JJ 

i' II 
II 

II 
II 

11 () 

the observable 
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characteristics of all $ubjects were recorded. ,These were used to con-
" ~ ': 

" 

tra,stthe, identifi ed shoplifters'''With the remainder eff the sample. ,Sa-

lient chcir~cteriStics included: Sex, race~ est1matedage, whether they 
. ' ' , ' , .:j' . \' If 

, were alone,' and, interac;tioti~"dth '$'ales p~rsonnel ~oi these five variables,~, 
" . . 

only, age differentiated thee shoplifters from the other customers, with 
" ' 

,8 " 

" thos'e' un~er 40 being more likely. to ,be observed shopl iftfl19 than those 
, Q' 

" oVer'that age. 
,. 

Adjusted shopl ifting rates." The, above fi gures are somewhat clouded 

;, by, the possl'~ bi 1 i ty that some i nci dents pccurred undetected by the obser-
" ' 

: r.(,. ,I '. 
"C~~"=··va~l,(ilr·tt!'ams~' c~~As 'was Ciemo'fstrated €arT1er,~ dependi rig on the estimates;, 

6' ,'the field staff detecteCl only between 30 and 54 percent of the II known, 

incidents. II 'The above figures can be employed to calculate an lIadjusted 
" 

shopliftin~ rate;'1 that is, an estimate which takes the unreliability of 
"0 ~, 

the observ,ations under consideration. I' 

, Before prQceeding, two cautions "must be made about such pro~ec-. 
o 

tio"s. First, the de~ection rates which will be employed to adjust the 

observed shoplifting rates are based on a small nuniber of cases. Sta­

tistically", this means that these est'imates may be unstgblt~., ~second:~-' 
-~-

'1,n using the detection rate baseq on the'known inCidents to adjust the 
• ' il 

shopliftfng rate, it must be assumed that the d~tection rate was similar 

fo~ both gr,oups.The accuracy of the resulti,nJ estimates ~re limited 

by th~ ins tabi 11 ty of theq,i!Justment factor ~~, to~ an unknown degree" 

the applicability of that factor to the gener/il pop~lation. 
. . , , --' ", 
, Given the abov~ cautions, Table 2-r pr~!sents these adjusted rates. 

The,se figures were obtained 'by adjusting the/observedrates by ,the 

appropriate deteFtion rate. For .examPle;if the. samp~!,!,~~~~: 
" (\ .. ~ -
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Table 2-3 

ShopJifting Rates Adjusted for Observer" Unreliability 

, Level of Certai nty 

Certain of Incident 
~, 

IlCert~in~,-~Ad Highly 
Probable 

"Ce.rtain,1l Highly 
"Probable., II and 
Possible 

. AFrom Tabl e 2-1. 

BFro~Table 2~2. 
(i 

Estimated 
Detection 

RateA 
u . 

29.2 

45.9 

54.Z 

: Observed 
Shoplifting 

RateB ., 

2.7 

3.6 

5 4 
" 

. 

CCalculations performed before rounding. 

~ _::';::~r-:"-:-:--":':"!::='-' 

Adjusted 
Shoplifting 

Rate~ 

9.2 

7.8 

9.9 
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events,1l the observers were Il certain ll of only 29.2' percent of these in­

;iden~. If this detection rate is applied to the obse;ved shoppers, it , . " n . . ' 0: . 
",.I may be tssumed .that the 2.7 percent observed shoplifting rate represents 

\' . S! I ' 

n 
o 

: .... n." "u 

G only 29.2\percent of the actual incidents taking place in the sample of 
~ . 

II . " 

shoppers. \':~djustingfOr this level of unreliability indicates that the 

actual ShOP~\\fting rate based only on the cases identified asn~ertainil 
1\ ' . 

. may have been \~s high as 9.2, percent. S tmi 1 arly,if those casesi den­
'. \ ' 

tified as "hi9H'1yprobable ll are included, the adjusted shoplifting rate 

"w9Ylg be 7.8 p~rGent.As was discussed above, this figure represents 

---• .:....=-=';:";:,~~-;~ ." II ~~at may be tertn~d~~e lTI~st_ r.e~sonabl~_~,~tjomaJ_~_ .. TtJat J~,~,_given, the _,' .. ,'_' _,'~~_ 

'.\ 
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appropriate level of caution, lit may be estimated that apprOXimately 7.8 
. h 

percent of the customers entering the store shoplifted during their 

visit. Fi~,ally, if the most tenuous identifications, the Ilposs ibles,1l 

are included, the adjusted shopliftil19 rate would be 9.9 percent. 

2.2 Staged Shop11ftings 

For evaluative purposes, in previous reports we stressed the im­

portance of developing new methodologies for determining both the shop­

lifting rate ·and the appreh/i!nsion rate for given security strategies. 

In the previous section, we described the results of our feasibility 

test of employing field observation~ to determine the shoplifting r.ate. 

In this section, ~ie discuss the feasibility of staging "known incidents" 

to asseSs the apprehension capability of security programs. Since the 

- determination of such a rate assumes knowledgeQf the total number.of 

incidents, it was previously argued that staging incidents m'ay be. the 

only -feasible approach to establishing such a figure. Thus, in addi­

tion to the use of these incidents as a means of assessing the accuracy 
</ 
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of the field observation teams, they also were to be employed as 
/i 

a t:est 

of the detection and appre~ension capability of store personnel. 

'i 
II 

Ai;' 
!' 

with the observations, only t'R-c Director of Security and two of hi~ 
: '. '/ I' '.' :;-",_.f II , 

assistants were aware of these activities. ;-TM remainder of thisffec-

tion discusses our limited application of this met,hodology to est<l!blish 
• ~_; ,I 

Gariapprehension rate. 
It 

2.2.1 Procedures ~ 

Training of confederates. Thecorlfederates received no fO'rmal 
;! 

.::7 
inst~uction concerning methods of shoplifting. This was done in an 

-~ttempt to avoid undue sophistication a.ndshaping of the confederate's 

behaviors. ,As a result, each confederate was forced to develop their 

own technique or to rely on past experience. '" 

The confederates exrri bited,., a range of shopl i ftitig e~peri ence. 
. . !~, • ':;1 - - " 

SeverU:~I.;haJ! ~xperien~e in shoplifting in the!?ast. However, for the 

most part, th~ confederates were naive. Despite thenaivete,different 

levels of aggressive behavior and risk-taking tendencies resulted in 
. . '. 

a mixture of shop 1 i fti ng styl es and techn} ques. 
>1 " 

The confederates were instructed to enter the building by a 

designated entrance at a specified time and to spend 20 to 30 mi'nut7~ in 
"', '-" J 

the store. Both time and place of entrance were arranged through com-

munications by way of two-way radios. When the confederates entered the 

building, a team of observers was assigned to surveil them. (This 
,~ -

Jlssignment was identical to"that employed to assign the fiel'd s'taff to 
'J 

,) II rea 1" shoppers. Thi s was also employed to conceal thei denti ty of the 

confederate~;,) While the'Cohfederateswere in the store, they performed 
. \;j 

a shoplifting, 'then returned~ to the entranc~;~. waited several minutes 0 
-"' ~1" 
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outside, and thenre-enter~d the store to return the merchandise to a 
'\ it I~ 

predeSignated,;office. l The merchahdise was tagged and inventoried. The . :\;-: 

confede!,ates then completed a data schedule similar in design to those 

used by the observation teams~: 

!'1ethodo 1 ogica 1 problems and sol uti ons. The compl ; cati ons en ... 

countered in the implementation of the confederate shoplift.ing po~'tions 

of the feasibility study were considerably few~r in number than in the 

case of the observational portion. In actuality, this procedure involved 

only two noteworthy complications: (1) Corrdinating the assignment of 

o~servation teams to confederates, and (2) procedures to follow in 

the event of apprehension by store personnel. 

The most problematic aspect of this. activity was the assignment of 

observation teams to surveil confederates. The original design called 

for the use of a double blind experiment. In this design, the confeder-:'" 

ates would be unaware that they were being oosgrved by the field staffil 

and the field staff would have no knowledge of the confederates. Thus, 

the assignment process would have to be accomplished without alerting' 

the observers to the presence of confederates. 

The field staff had been informed of the use of confederate shop­

lifters by their teacher. As a :esult,' the double blind aspect of the 

experiment could not be employed. Knowledge of the nature of the e~­

periment also complicated the ass.ignment process. It was nflcessary to 

have assignment to a confederate appear no different than randomas$igri:" 

metlt to a Ureal shopper. 1I 
._, ...... _______ ~ __ J;..' ..l.-______ _ 

lIn'four cases .during th~ f~rst week of implementation, the confederates 
performed mult,ple shopl,ft,ngs. Due to time constraints, a decision was 
made to employ a single shoplifting incident each time a confederate was 
used. "- -.-." . . . 
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This problem was never totally or satisfactorily resolved. Thus, 

" both the observer~ and conf~derate were aware of the nature of the, ex~" 

. periment., The effects of this on the outcome are not fully identifia~le, 

but two observed effects may be noted" 'Fi rs t, know1 edge of the confe­

de,rates 'appeared to provi de moti vati on for the observation team. ,It may 
. .. G 

be conjectured that this served to increase thei,r "detection rate. II 
" 

second, know'ledge by the 'confederates that they were being followed 

,negated ~nytest of the obtrusiveness of the observers and may have pro­

duced more conservative measures on the part of the confederates. This 

latter effect may have reduced the, detection rate. Again, the ,extent 

~t~whiCh these two effects counterbalanced each other is unknown. 

In an effort to allow the confederates to enter the store at the 

close of the five-minutet1me>period, two-way radios were employed. 

Their use allowed a field supervis9f to infonnthe confederate of the, 

proper time to enter the building" and which door to enter through. 

This procedure resulted in marked success. However, an aura of suspi­

cion existed amongthe~~e1~ staff and over half of the confederates 

'we~e actually identified as/ s~ch by the observers "throughQut the study. 

The identification 01F seeded shoplifters as confederates by the 
i! 

observers posed a significant problem. If identification of the confe-

de!rates occurredbefo're ~~~e shoplifting incident t'tanspir:ed, the field 

staff may have wat.chf~d tr:~ conf~derate more closely in anticipation of 

the theft. As a resu1t[ the figure reflecting the identificat~on rate 
j, 

for crmfederate shop1ifjitingS may be overstated. On the other hand, if 

, the confederates were ~'dentified as being in our employ after the staged 

theft'occurred. the i fen ti fica ti on rate r confederate shop 1i fti ng sis 

I il 
I' 
I 
I 
iJ 

t 
r 
" L!J. f - ", _<-•• ~ <:_.-;,:.;,.,:,;,::-,~;-t.-.c-~7;. _~ -''r,'~~,*' .,,~ _, ./,-, " '" -, , ..... , . ,-,' ,-,. .... />.""'-."',i¢~ .• "'.=.,. """- .-"'".q,"-.,~~"._ •. ...... --''" • .,..... ... ,.,,.,<' ..... ~.ll\, .... ·n"'~tv~ %;t;:J;.-r'"~?t:d/:::.::,,_.:...::~.:; • .:......,:..~ ;::t:;,,,,,,~~ ... ~;.--,,- .""""',~~;::"':~~'"." ... ~,,.\ 

, "'T'·' 

':1 · , 
• 
;,1 
· , 
': I 

" ·1 
'~'I 
, 

m 

I 
'1 
B 
D 
H 
U 
D 
I 

J \l 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

. ,. 

......... 

29 

accurate. 

The data provided by the Observer's does not allow for clarification 

of the identification problem. However, verbal and written feedback from 

the field staff tended to indicate that some identification process oc­

cur'red as a resul t of the confederates I behavi or both duri ng and after 
~ , 

the shoplifting incident. However, most of the infonna11y di.scussed 

identificationO,ttempts were inaccurate. Identification prior to the 

staged theft was reported infrequently. This feedback suggests that the 

54 percent detection rate for confederates is not an artifact of having 
~=c 

identified the shoplifter as a confederate. 

The possibility of confederates being apprehended by store security 

was a second problem that required attention. As stated earlier, a ,peed 

eXisted\o keep store personnel, specifically security operatives, from 

becoming aware of the nature of the study. This stipulation mandated 

that, should any of our confederates be apprehended by store security, 

they could not discJose the true nature of their activities in the store. 
·\i 

This res/u1ted' in the application of the following procedure. Confeder-

ates we~~,informed that, in case of apprehension, they were not to mention 
'''-~::-

their involveine~t in the feasibility study to store security. If appre-
) 

hended, they were to be processed and, as the resu1 t of pri or a rrange- (() 

ments with the ,store security manager, released. In this way, the 

integrity of the feasibility could be maintained. 
'I 

2.2.2 Staged Shoplifting Results 

Data concerning the known shoplifting events were recorded by the" 
II 

confederates. During the four-week implementation period, 10 confederates 
\~, 

made 30 trips into the store and obtained 36i: items of merchandise. This 

(; 
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~ection reports;the results of these activitil~s. First, the nature and 

val\le of tbeJ!stolen'J items ar,e presented. Next, these aggregate figures 

arecom,pared to'"previous measures of shoplif1;ed items. Finally, detec~ 

tion and, apprehension by store employees are discussed. 

A wide, variety of items were obtained, from most departments in the 

(.~ 

store. At one extreme, cOi7JTlon items such a,i5 gloves, hats, letter openers, 

picture frames, statues, and a teddy bear VI/ere taken'. Also collected 

were framed oil paintings, dresses, skirts'", blouses, a cf'ystal ball, and 
I 

a backganmon set. At the other extreme" 1f1xpensi ve items ,i'ncl udi ng a 
/,' 

g,old trinmed carving ofabird, a portablfe black and white television, 
, I 

" and an imported, handmade doll, ,were als(i> taken durfng this phase of the 
l/ 

study (see Appendix D). 

In total, the obtained merchandise was vlaued at $1,178.67. The 

mean value of these items was $32.74. 'However, because the distribution 

was skewed by the inclusion of several very expensive items, the more 
" 

~appropriate median value was also calbulated. For these incidents,~the 

median was $16.00. 

When compared to prior estimates of the average dollar loss attri-
, II '''''', 

butable to shopl ifting incidents, ~:he above firiUi:'~) suggest that the 
. ;l 

, merchandise taken as part of this project was more expensive than is 

gener,ally the case. Reed (1977) ~~stimated the average dollar value of 

shoplifted merchandi,se in retail!outlets at $5.26, 'while Che1emsky' 
I\. " 
li 

et 'al~ (1978) arrived at an estimate qf $4.00. Based on merchandise 
,,-," . 

recovered in four department stlores, such as the one studi ed here, Shave 

(l978) reports an average varu'~ of $22. However, because the above 

fi gure is based on merchandi s~! recovered ,,'as part of apprehens i on~, it 
l 

11 
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may be an overestimate of the do11ar"va'lue of shoplifted items. In. addi-

tion, recent high rates of inflation may misrepresent comparisons between 

current and previous studies.' When adjusted for the "cost of living 

index," the above figures range between $7.11 and $29.34. Finally, al­

though the measure of central tendency employed by these other ~uthors 
(', 

was not specified, the absence of an explanation. would suggest that they 
i,-

employed the mean. Given this assumption, the, merchandise taken by our 

confederates is considerably more expensive than that reported by Reed 

or Chelemsky, et ale and somewhat more expensive than that repo~ted by 

Shave, even after his figure was adjusted for inflation. 

While the principal goal of these staged in~idents was to assess 

the detection rate of the field staff, an alternative goal was to employ 

such incidents to assess the apprehension rate within a given store. 

Unfortunately, apprehensions appear to be rare events in terms of the 

proportion of shopliftings resulting in detection and/or arrest. None 

of the 36 incidents of "theft" performed by the confederates resulted 

in even so much as a challenge by store personnel. (Nor were any of 

the six customers who were seen shoplifting ever approached by store 

security.) In order to accurately assess the app\~ehension rate, a 

significantly larger number of events would be necessary. 

This lack of response on the part of store personnel was not due to 

any sophistication of m~thods. As was pointed out above, most 'of the 

confederates were novices. In addition, the flagrant and open nature of 

many o'f the incidents provided ample opportunity for detection. In one 

case, a television was taken from a display in full view of several 

sales associates, not concealed, and carried throughout six floor'~ to 
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the, exit. In another case, one of the confederates, with a backgammon 

set in his coat and u~der his arm, stopped to ask a member of the security 

staff several questions and remaineg undetected. 

. The use of confederates produced some i nteres ti ng anecdotal i nfor­

m~tion about other"~ntitheft strategies used!'at the feasibility site. 

Two noteworthy incidents occurred which illustrate the vulnerability of 

electronic article surveillance systems. First, a confederate was able 

to learn from a sales person how to remove a sensormatic tag using a 
,,' 

pair of pliers. The confederate was also shown how the'" tags are removed 

using the device provided by the sensor manufacturer and later noted that 

the absence of sales personnel allowed easy access to the tag-removing 

device. 

Secondly: another confederate concealed merchandise which was tagged 

with a sensor. The confederate was successful in stealing tagged mer­

chandise without any C'hallenge from the personnel posted at the sensor 

detection terminals. 

These two incidents tend to reflect the potential vulnerability of 
II 

.such electronic article surveillance systems. In the first case, the 

problem appeared to be one of human error. The same may be true of the 

second situation; however, the mechanical factor cannot pe rul~d out. 

2.3 Sun1'nary and Conclusions 

This section provides the general summary and conclusions con­

cerning the fea~ibilitY of the observation and staging methodologies. 

The measurement plans were evaluated by applying a number of,cr'iteria, 

including expense, implementation
c 

problems, measurement "reliab"ility, and 

measurement validity. Each of these evaluation criteria is discussed in 
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turn ,and this section concludes with some suggestions for future research. 

Expense. The expense inherent in the implementation of the measur~­

ment plan can be viewed both in tenns of person~hours and an est.imated 

dollar cost. Training time for-each Jembe'r of the field ·staff totalled 

12 hours~while the observat~onal phase accounted for an additional 15 
~ <, 

hours per person for a total of 27 hours per person. The total person-

hours, taking into consideration the 32 members of~he field staff, is 

864 hOUlI'S. 

An exemplary cost of implementation figure can be calculated. Al­

though the field staff was nqt paid, comparable servi'ces could be re­

tained for the price of $5 per hour. In these terms, the training of the 

, field staff would have cost $60 per person, or a total of $1,920 for the 

entire observational staff. The observational phase would have cost 
o 

$75 per person for a total of $2,400. Using the $5 per hou,r figure, the 

estimated total cost~of training and implementation would be $4,320 or 

approximately $20 per subject followed. This, of course, does not in-

clude any overhead or indirect costs. ~ 

A possibly less expensive application of this methodology could 

utilize experienced security personnel as field staff. In such a situa­

tion, training wDuld not be required and would account for a marked 

savings. Since the average rate for floor security personnel is approxi­

mately $4 per hour, the o~servational phase could be conducted at a " 
o 

substantially lower price. The measurement approach taken in this fea-

sibillty study was both labor and capital intensive. Applicatfon re­

quired a 32-member field staff and a total of 864 person-hours., 'The cost 

of implementation in tenns of dollar value cah beestim~ted at $4,300. 
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Even if, as suggested above, less exp,~nsive pbservers were used, 
" 

the"total monetary costs would be approximately $2,000 and would still 

requi re480 person-hours. Although, these figures refl fact a substanti a 1, 

reduction in the total cost of application, this alternative staffing 
t!;;~; 

may'r,educe the reHability and validity of the data. This remains an 

empirical question. 

In any event, the capital and labor intensive nature of this mea-

surement plan tend to suggest certain limits to its application. 
~ I' 

In its 

present fo~~ the design could best be us~d by retailers to provide a 
o 

one-time estimate of~he shoplifting and detection rates. !tis also 
u ::> 

possible that, after future refinements in economies of scale" this 

methodQJogy could be used every year to provide feedback concerning 

changes in shoplifti~g patterns. A complete cost-benefit analysis of 

the measurement plan is not possible at this time~ Nonetheless, the 

data obtained from the implemented plan contain potentia] benefits in rl III 
1;'1 excess of accurately estimating the shoplifting rate. For example, fur-

M :·m ther refinement of the design should prodt.i~~ data on the behaviors and tl 
_,!i..J. ~ '~~'.".-!""""';::.'~';.~. _';:'-:..~ •• 7.:;-,:,."_'~- _.:-. 

'-~, m.'~ physical characterist'ics of shopl ;'fters,.The benefits from'such be-
t) HI 
~ havioral data could prove invaluable to retail security operations. 
ti 
V.m " I, Implementation problems .. A primary criterio,~ for evaluating this 

H 
ri measurement plan was the ability of the fi~ld staff to conduct unobtru-

!1,1 0 si ve observations. To be successfully implemented, the study had to, 
f! . 
if ~ be conducted wi thout i nformi ng the securi ty staff, sales personnel, and 

J . n ,," above all, the shoppers ° "ob '1' t d th' 
11 U During the ,.observational phase of the feas, , ,ty s u y, ere were 

o 
only three incidences where theo~se.rvers r~ported any problems 
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maintaining a covert posture~ ;These'inc::identsappear to .indicate that 

the observers were not completely unobtrusive. However, theit' purpose 

in the store was never discovered and there was no discernable interrup­

tion of store procedures. In addition, ther~ was little evidence that 

their presence was known to the subjects being observ~d. 

Reliability. Observational research is obviously subject to human 

error. Observer reliability can be demonstrated by showing that ,inde­

pendent observers witness and record similar events or that one observer 

is consistent over time. The measurement design and the demand for un- ,; 

obtrusive observations precluded the use of completely independent ob-, 

servers in the implementation phase. However, the members of the ob­

servationa 1 teams often functioned as independent agents. The observa-
" 

tional data collected and recorded was the result of a corroborative c 

process between the two observation team members. When the conclusion 

, was reached that a theft did or did nottake place, it was not based on 

the judgment of a single observer. Rather, the conclusion was the pro- il. 

duct of two relatively independent observers. Few cases of disagreement 

came to our attention. Unfortunately, insufficient data were collected 

to compute reliabili.ty coefficients. 

" Validity. The final feasibility criterion was measurement,validity. 

Validity issues were discussed throughout this chapter, but several 

"basic points should be reiterated. The basic validity question is-­

to what extent did the observational measures of shoplifting behavior 

actually measure what it was supposed to measure? The stagi ng of shop-
o 

lifting incidents was utilized to provide a validity test of observers' 

judgments. That data show a maximum detection rate of 54 percent". 

o 
t"iII.I.I' . 
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suggesting th~~\!JattemPt be ma,de tqrefine the~ observational: appro~ch 
prior to additioni~r research. The upper limit on the validity of human 
" surveillance:::o.under these condi ti ons remains unknown. 

. ;? 

A secondjlal i di ty questi on concerns the general i zabi 1 i ty of the 
J 

results. Whif~ the estimated shopl ift:ing rate may be representative 

of,shoplfftingrates at other large department stores in the same metro-
,., if' .. 

pOl;ian area, we would discourage anyone from making the assumption 

that these results apply toretai1 stores in general. New studies must 

be conduct.ed to estimate shoplifting rates in other parts of the" country 

ari~ with other types of retail stores. 

Other types of validity were discussed earlier, including statis-
, ~ , 

In general, the number of shopper observa-ti ca 1 conc:lus i qn val i di ty. 

tions was sufficiently large to obtciinrelatively stable estimates, , 

but the number of staged shopliftings should be larger to obtain a stable 

index of" the accuracy of these estimates. 

Suggestions for future research. Future applications .of this 

observational methodology could possibly be improved by applying the 

following suggestions: 

• Reduce the amount of formal classroom instruction in favor 
of more on-site training. Alternatively, experienced fie·ld 
staff members could be used. ./,,' 

oJ! . //~~ 
. , ,~/ 

• Maintain the double bli'nd fornlat for the pairing of con fe­
deratesand observers. This may result ina more accurate 
detection rate. . 

• Separate the staged shop.liftingsinto twocsets. One set could 
be used for assessing the field staff's detection ability and 
the o~her set coul d be ta i 1 or~~ t/91~he dema~ds 0\ tes ti ng the 
securlty personnel. As a posslbl~nternat1Ve, the two steps 

, could be combined but a variety of merchandise should be shop-
1 ifted~ 
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• A lternat.i ve survei 1] ance)techni ques may be emp 1 oyed'~ For 
example, i.t may not be necessary for observers to stCiY as close 
to the shoppers as was the case in this study. Store security 

. " often follow subjects for a distance 'of 25 to 75 feet. 

• Themeasuremeht plan should be implemented on Ii l~rger scale • 
Expanded implementation.c(j\)l]d allow for application in a . 
variety of different retail\ocations. Such application would 
permit analysis of different security ~trategjes across a 
range of geographic and socioeconomic locations. Full scale 
implementation would also allow evaluation of the design across 
a number of merchandising strategies, as well as a variety of 
merchandise. 

. \1 
In sum, the development and implementation of this new observatJional 

methodology must be considered a qualified success. Small-scale imple:" 

mentation has shown that the numerous tactical complications inherent 

in staging such a study can be successfully minimized. On the other 

hand, the low detection rate of staged shoplifting and the relatively 

small sample of confederates did not allow for any extensive assessment 

of the collected data. Some additional work is needed before the metho­

dology can be conclusively described as feasible. 

Summary. Establishing factually-based shoplifting and apprehen­

sion rates is a crucial first step toward d~fining the t,heft problem 

adneva]uating antitheft strategies. This chapter has described the 

development, implementation, and feasibility r:esults for a measurement 

approach that can produce a solid estimate of the shoplifting rate a!Jlong 

shoppers in a given store and should be able to identify the nature of 
~ 

shoplifters and their behavior patterns. 

A brief training program was developed and implemented to instruct 

the field staff in methods of surveillance and observational datacollec­

tion. The program consisted of lectures by experts in the field of re­

tail security, covert surveillance, field observations, and research 
r ' r· 
I 

I ' 
i 
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'. staff wi th surve'ilhnce experi ence. 

A feasibility study of the mea~urement plan was conducted at a 

major"ret~~i1 institution in a large 'metropolitan area. As part of the ;, 
' $. ,/ ',. c~ « 

feasibility tests, confederate shoPjJifterswere emplo~e~ to test det~,c-

tion'ratesamong store"securi.ty and trained observers. eft.", 

The resui'l tstend toi ndi cgte that 'the' general measurement ~,pvroach 

is f~asib1e for assessing the natu~e and extent of the shopHfting" '" 
Ii 

problem, as well,as for evaluating antitheft s(.~rategies. However, cert"in rt' 
. .~ ~ /1 

qualifications must be kept in mind. Most notable of these is the 1abor~-!J 

and capital intensive'natuy1e of the design. 
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. Chapter 3 
,,) 

UTILIZATION OF EXIStiNG RETA.IL RECORDS 
I;' :; 

3. 1 Introduction 
c 

For most retailers, the primary sources of da''ta concerning losses 

due to theft are inventory and apprehension .records. As part of this 

phase of the project, the feasibi1i~y of obtaining and analyzing these 

records was investigated. The purpose of such an exercise was tt iden-
r. 

tifymeans of improving both the type of data recbrded and theinformati on 

obtained from the analysis of those data. The results of these efforts 

are reported below. \\ 

3 •. 2 Resu1 ts 

In our attempt to obtain these data, we encountered two major prob-
\.:, 

1ems. First; many companies consider inventory records and appre,hension 

data to be proprietary information and will not release them for secondary 
~ • ' I; 

analysis by outside agencies. Second,. we found that most companies do 

not maintain apprehension data in a machine readable form (e.g., on 

Hollerith cards or magnetic tape). For many retailers, the apprehension 

record is .. used primarily for evidential purposes and not for research 

purposes. 
<, 

practica"py,tnese j"ealities meant that few companies were 

willi ng to share thei r data, and those who were wi 11 i ng often had only 
Co 

the raw incident reports or very broad sunmaries of the number of indi­

viduals apprehended. 
,,'.1 c 

After considerable effort, fQurcompanies agreed to provide data 

from their r~cordsc. Two retaj1ers released inventory loss figures 

(shrinkage) ,related to the installation of artic1esurve.i11ance 
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equipment. In addition, summary apprehension figures were obtained from:' 
" 

I> 7.'."il a largegroc:ery chain, while a private security firm provided ~tandardized 

" 

apprehension records from a large number of retall outlets. The results 

obtained from each of these data sources are di scussedOe~low. 

The inventory sh'rinkage figures we~e '~obtained early enough to , 

be presented in the Final Report of this project (Sickman, et al., 1979). 

. Rather than repeat tbat an'alysis here; the present report will focus on 

the data eharacteristiesand implications fell" future research employing 

such information. After considerable ~iscussion, each company supplied 

inventory shrinkagefigutes r.elated to the installation of article sur­

veillance equipment. However, neither set of information provided 

data adequate for an assessment of the impact of their program. One 

firm supplied pretest data for a period of time before they installed 

the equipment and after the equipment was installed, but no data from 

comparable stores which could serve as contro'l data were provided. 
;\ 

The other organization prov'jdeddata for similar stores where the. 

equipment was installed but no data 'about losses befC?re installation 

were provided. As was discussed in the final report, the many threats 

to the validity of the results issuing from such. dpta preclude firm con­

c1 us ions concerni ng the impact of these securi ty programs. 

Two observatioQs may be made from the above data. First, in order 

to assess the ilJlpact of a new security program, retailers must adhere to 

accpeted principles of scientific experimentation. At a minimum, such 

princ;PleSCOul«(~eqUire data from periods before installation and 

$ome ki nd of compari son store data. Due to the real i ti es of retail 

operat'i ons, the comparison and treatment 'groups probably cannot be 

\:..\ 
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randomly ass'igned, but the pretest data would identify any existing dif­

ferences. As me.ntioned above, each of the cooperating retailers provided 

part of such a design. However, in scientific terms, the obtained in-
1(. 0-

f6nnationcou'jd' not prqvide conclusiveresu1ts. 

A secolidobsei~vation about the use of inventory shrin~age to mea­

sure program impact concerns the composite nature of such figures. 
,;,'1 

Without knowing the proportion 'of shrinkage due to the various sources 

(shoplifting, employee theft, bookkeeping errors), expectations concern­

ing the potential impact of a certain security program must remain un­

specified. For example, if shoplifting accounted for only 25 percent of 

total shrinkage in a store with four percent shrinkage, then·a totally 

effective antishoplifting program could reduce the shrinkage figu~ei 
, .} 

by only one Percentage point, to three percent. In this sense, th(~i 
· ........... ··r' 

effective use of such data must rely not only on better design, but 

also on more adequate means of assessing the magnitude of the component 
\) 

problems. One means of asseSSing the magnitude of shoplifting has been 

discussed in Chapter 2. 

The second type of obtained data involved apprehension records. 

These were obtained from two sources: A retail grocery chain and a 

commercial security firm. The data obtained from the grocery chain were 

summary figures, by store, and included only the size of thestQre, the 

presence or absence of a security staff, the number of persons appre­

hended for shoplifting,and the d01lar value··of recovered merchandise . 

The reports containing specific .information about individual incidents 
.;!.' 

were not availabl.e. Thus, as provided, this information could supply 

little useful information for this project. In order to be more useful 
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ii 
" 

~ ~ 

for program development or resource al;location, the individual incident 

reports need to be coded and analyzed.i! 
II . I, • 

I' Thei! commercial securi ty fi rm di d prQvide data for i ndi vi dual appre-

hens ions .If I nfoY'!11ati on for' these i nci !~ent report: was recorded on standard 
'I \' I 

;" report f~irms and~ recorded on magnetic! tape. These forms' contained very 

.~ =""';" \\1 useful, ir:~formation including: oemog,~aphic characteri.stics of the sus-.., 

pect and" details of the recovered merchandise. The data were from several 
. II 

differen!~ types of stores; unfortunately, "type of store ll was not coded 

sepa rate
i
ly, and in order to protect its c1 i ~nts, the se~urity fi rm de­

leted ~:l!il i denti fyi ng i n forma ti on. After careful consi derati on of the 

potent; ~:l ana lyses whi ctr'mi ght be perfonned wi thout consi deri ng types of 
II . 

stores J:eparatelY, and prior information concerning the impact of ·this 
It 

1 t t h as the decision to prosecute and variable' onimportan ou comes suc 
, II 

dollar ~ialite of recovered merchandise, it was determined that the iden-

tification of type of stor.e was critical to.,any analysis of .these ~ata. 

Thus, our efforts related to these data were limited to an examination 

of improvements which might be m~de in the type of data collected. 
0 1 

In general, it was our judgment that the addition of three 

variables could ffnprove the data for evaluation and feedback to the· 

retailers •. The first addition would include a simple code identifying 

the type of store reporti n9 the i nci dent (e. g., grocery ,.drug, di scount, 

'department). At t~e present time, this information must be recovered 

from the individual store 10. As identified above, prior reports have 

shown 'that this variable is critical to several outcomes. Second, the 

'codes f~r type of,merchandise could be improved t:considerably. At the 

present time; they are geared',toward grocery stores. As a result, 
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~ 
ii 
I; (7 

I '. 't," 
over 65 percent of th~ merchandi se rec'overedi n d~ug and c!J scount " I ~ , 
stores is classified into the single category of )!other nonfood. II " In 

i 

order to be useful for these merchants, appropria:,te categories should 

bedeve loped for' the types of merchandi se which t:hey handl e. Thi rd, 
,~ 

~ ~ 

it would be useful for the retail merchant to halve feedback concerning 
.'i , , 

how the suspects wer,e identified and apprehended;. 

In conc'lusion, the goal of this phase of 1the study was to establish 

the feasibil ity of obtaining and analyzing: existing recolrds concerning 
- i' 

retail theft. In general, retailers are reluct;ant to release such in­

formation, but may be persuaded, given adequatl~ guarantees by the re­

searcher. Howeve, in order to obtain inventory figures which meet 

scientifi~ standards, the researcher must work very closely with the 

retailer. Our experience has demonstrated thiat many retailers are eager 

to obtain high quality evaluation of their s~:curity programs, but often 

do not possess the expertise required for such work and would welco~ne 
i 

the expertise and advice of reputable social scientists. Apprehens10n 

records are more available than inventory figures, but usually require 

considerable preparation and cleaning in order to be computer analyzed, 

and often do not contain the richness of detail which might be expected 

,=-()f such reports. These reports could be substantially improved with 

the addition of a few questions. A unifonnretail apprehension form 

would be a major advance in this field. 

3.3 Summary and Conclusions' 

The feasibi 1 ity of employing existirlg retai 1 records for sQcia 1 

scientific purposes was examined. Inventory shrinkage figures were 

obtairled from two retailers and were analyzed previously, but an incomplete 

I· 
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c(esi'gn and the composite nature of such figures preclud.ed any finn con­

clusions about the i!TIp~ct of the selected programs. In addition, appre-. " 

hens.jon dat~ were also obtained; however, one set" of data contained 

only summary figures ~for four data points while crucial data had been 
,\ ~ -,' , 

deleted from the other. In general, these are problems Which are typical 

of attempts,·toanalyze eXist1ng data, but are magnified in this area. v 
,l '~( 

, ~ 

A useful approach to study of this topic would ,appear to be in the area 
,\ 1\ 

of <1eve'loping standardized means of collecting data which may serve 

both business and scientific needs. In this sense, retailers and,social 

scientists must work closely to develop and improve both data and 

analytic techniques. 

I 
1r 
II 

\,1" 

('''" 
~~~.~_------l.. 

I I 

1" ··u , 
t 

r·'D 

··0 
H' 
o 

Ii 

ii 
" 

0, :'1 

J .[ 

· [] 

:'0 
· .0 
D 
n 

~i fl 

·0 
fl 
n 

i"D' , ',I 

, 

· 
in 
~ D' · ' 

~ ~ 

\\ 

~ ,I 

Chapter 4 

SELF-REPORT MEASURES FOR' 
STUDENTS AND EMPLOYEES 

o 
~) \\ 

Given that most acts of shoplifti,ng or employee theft are not 

"employee screening, and student education. In this section, we will 

, describe two instrument~-~one designed to measure shoplifting behavior 

'among hig~! school "students, and one designed to me~sure employee theft 

amOng retail employees. 

4.1 Student Shoplifting Questionnaire 

4.1.1 Procedures 
~ 

Three sources of information were used to construct the student 

shoplifting questionnaire: (1 )Exi stingquesionnaires, (2) psycho­

logical theories of social and criminal behavior, and (3) evaluable 

anti~theft strategies. First, exhting questionnaires were reviewed 

and utilized where possible. A nu~ber of questions from an unpublished 

questionnaire (Weber-Kollman & Carroll',,1979),were.incorporated into 

the shoplifting 1nst~'ument found in Appendix E. Secondly, theories 

concerni ng how peo pl e make deci 5i ons (e. g. the ded s i on tos hopl1 ft or 

not to shoplift) and deterence the,9ries were used to guide ,the process 

of item development. Finally, this theoretical guida~ce was sometimes 

translated in term~ of specific antitheft strat,egies that should be 

of interest in future evaluations." 
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A variety of Questions were included in the student sl~oplifting 

questionnaire. Demographic data included the respondent's sex, ra~ial­

ethnic background, rel igion, ,age, education, and parents' occupations. 

,To assess the magnitude and nature of the problem, a number of ques-

tions focused specifically on shoplifting behaviors, including the ';,; 

number of times they have shoplif~ed, the amount of time since !)their 

most recent shoplift, the number of items taken each time, the type 
" 

of items, the avera:ge cost of the items, the type of stores i.nvolyed, 

and the percentage of frie~ds/classmates who shoplift. The ~,emptation 

to steal was also measured (e.g.,n~Jhile shopp~ng~'have you ever thought 

about taking an item without paying--but you did not take it?") 

A number of questions were directed at the causal factors which 

are hypothesized to inhibit or facilitate s,,~oplifting. A shoplifting 

questionnaire offers a good opportunity to explore ,some of these theor,y­

based or securi ty~~based factors to a. greater extent than demonstrated 

i.n pr!i!vious resea~ch. Essentially, these questions tap the motives 

or reasons for either shoplifting or refraining from shoplifting. For 

example, 14 possible answers are avai\lable to the question, "Why did 

you decide not to take the item without paying?"-"'Why" questions were 
." 

asked both in reference to oneself and people in gen'eral. QUestions 
<I 

about causal factors al so exami.ned the respondent's thought processes 

during shopliftings, whether or not the shopliftings were premeditated 

(or the result of impulse), a,nd the nature of any premeditated thef,ts. 

Finally, some 'Items were designed to measure the actual or 

perceived consequences of shoplifting in terms of being caught, being 
.0, 

a~rested, and the chances of more severe punishments. These questions 
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were asked in reference to on~~~l;f and frieni:ls'lclas,smates. 

As suggested by the above-mentioned items, a wealth of in­

formation can be 'requested from older students regarding the nature 

and extent of shoplifting. For this reason, the instrument was 

designed for high school students who were believed to be"capable 

of providing clear information about the shoplifting problem end 
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their own motives. ftbre importantly, shoppers of highschool age are 

suspected of being one of the largest shoplifting groups. Understanding 

their motives may ha,ye important implications for reducing the overall 

shopl i fting probl em. 
::' 

The student shoplifting questionnaire was administered to nine 

high school students, ranging in age from 16 to 19. Seven males and 

tWCI females completed' the questionnaire. The 'instructions' were as 

follows: 

This questionnaire is concerned with your experiences as a shop­
per in stores. Specifically, we are interested .in what informa­
tion people use in deciding whether or not to shopl ift. Your 
responses are completely anonymous and cannot be used against 
you in a,ny way. Do not put your name on this questionnaire. 
Please answer the questions as ,accurately as possible\~: '0 

4.1.2 Results 
,/"0" 

(~~ 
The feasi bi:1ity test of the student shopl ifting questionnaire 

was very successful in terms of implementation. No student refused to 

fill out the questionnaire and all nine respondents answered almost 
<, 

all of the questions. There were no comments or notes suggesting any 

difficulty understanding or answering the questions. However, there 

were a few questions where problems were evident in the respondent~s 
/) 

answer or failure to answer. Two, respondents consistently failed to 
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.' answer a "set of items aSki.ng them to return to the"previous ques-

tion and IImarka:Tsecond X byt'hose' reasons that you consi der to ; 
() 

be very important. II ThE!;.r reason for f,aili.ng to comply with this 
v 

.' request are unknown. Perhaps the word II important" should be defined 

A second problem was evident in question /i2l, where 3 respondents· 

ctlecked more than, one.category when asked about'the average cost 

. o.fthe items theYhad~hopl1fted. Perhaps this quesUon:shou1d bE:! 

\:" 

reworped or the word lIav.erage" underlined. 
,-

In terms of expense, this questionnaire is no different from 

otherquestionnal,res "d~ surveys. In general, surveys are a relatively 

inexJensive~ethod. of data··co11ecti .. on and they allow researchers to 

collect a wide variety ~f ~at~ o.~la.;ge n~mbersof respondents. This 

particular' instrument is suitab1 e fOl~ admi nistration in a c1 assroOm 

setting. Thus, the stifdent questionnaire is feasible on the cost 

dimension. 

Given OMS regulations, the feasibility of the student shoplifting 
'.J 

instrument could not be rigorously assessed in terms of reliability 

and validity. However we can speculate about certain' aspects of val idity 

gi~en previous" research and the responses to ~pecific items on .the pre-
.' I! " 

sent questionnaire. In genera1.~ se1 f-report methodo10gies
c
have been 

i:'-:l.,. -

criticized bec~use of their unknown or limited capacity to produce 

val id data. For example, respondents may not remember how they shop-. 

lifted or know why they shoplifted. Furthermore, they may give a biased (} 

or completely fa1!:e response in order to provide a posit,ivesel-f-ljre­

sentation and give" socially desirable answers .. The amount of bias and 

inaccuracy produced by the student shopHfting qvestionnaire remains 
. ; 

() 
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unknown. There was some evidence that certain questions were difficult 
. ." IF 

. to answer few a few respondents. 'Forexamp 1 e, when asked, "Abollt how 

many times h,ave you shopli fted?" two students answered, "Ilm not sure, II 

and one answered "an awful lot." While most respondent;s had no problems 

answ~ring these questions, the importance of them providing an estimated 

number bf incidents should be emphasized. 

Aside from the basic issues surrounding se1f-reportquestionnaires, 

several \~dditional poin~~s can be made about the present f~strument. '. 

'I' First, WE~ recommend that question 14 be e~panded to include other types 

of merchal"'ldise that pertain to female shopH'ftings. In ,addition, the 

questionnaire:,could be expanded beyond cognitions, behaviors, and be~ 

havioral intentions to include more questions that deal 'with attitudes, 

beliefs, and knowledge about shoplifting. Another possibility is to 

i ncl ude questio,lJi3 abQ,ut shopl ifting i.n specifi c stores rather than 

shoplifting t'n general. This would help to identify stores that are 

easy targets of shoplifting. 

4.2J? Employee Theft Questionnaire ) . 

4.2.1 Procedures 

The emploYlee theft questionnaire developed by Clark, Hollinger, 

and their associates (Clark, et al., 1979) at the University of 

Minnesota was reviewed for its adequacy in measuring the nature and 

extent of employee;theft. "For several reasons ,a decision was made 

·to draft anew employee theft questionnaire •. Although the Clark, et ale 
Ii 

instrument covered ~.wide range of variables in the work setting, only 

~ few items were di rect measures~ Cif theft 'act; vi ty. Furthermore" 

almost all of the quest'ions about employee behavior in thew'Ork 
""-"" .... 

;~~~~~~~~-,--", ... ____ • " __ ' __ "--_ .~. _-'----'-' _ .. __ . .......-..l_ .. " .... A_· ________ --' 



[I 
" ' 

n 
;:0 
, 

~. [1 

tD 
I~ 

r.l~···,-,.·U.·· , ;,. v, 

I' 

t ~' 
j.\ 

" 

s~tting cQrtc~rned negative behaviors and were worded in the n,egative 

form, thus introducing the possibility of response sets (e.g. uniform 

disagree with numerous items, social desirability responding, etc.) 

In l,ight'of these issues, a new instrument was developed and 
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2 0 '. ' 

pilot tested. (See Appendix F.) This questionnaire contains a variety' 

of questions about employee theft. Unl ike the shopl ifting instrument, 

this questionnaire focuses almost exc1usively on the act of theft and 

,dQes not explore the correlates of theft. (Shoplifting takes on fewer 

forms and is easier to measure using self-reports. Employee theft 
I} ':i 

requires greater attention to the act itself). Certain items were 

created under the assumption that employee theft behaviors can 

be scaled as part of a unidimensional concept, with various levels 

of intensity. Thus, for example, the size of the theft was varied 

($5 or less, $6 to $20, more than $20) f9r both taking merchandise 

and taki ng money from the cas h"r.eg; ster. Other theft items i ncl uded 

. giving merchandise to friends or family members, underringing for 

friends or·lfamily members, misuse of the discount privilegefdamaging 

of merchandise for markdowns ,overcharging customers, short.l,changi ng 
,-, 

customers, underringing for the extra cash, and falsifying cash refunds. 

Respondents were a':~oasked if they knew of any other employees who 
" y~ 
<, • ',U 

had taken merchandise or money from th~ store. 
\1 

Respondents were also a~ked a number of nontheft questions 
Ii 

about positive behaviors in .thework setti,ng .(e .• g. "Have you ever come 
,. 

to work when youfel t ill and wanted to.",,1)taY home?" "Have you ever 

I,.. 

2pr'.; Marvina Rich shoul d be thanked for a~isting i.nthe preparation 
,of this employee theft" qUestionnaire. 
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taken ~short lunch 'to hel~ .. ·· out on a busy:dayfi ?,II) . These questions 

were inserted among the theft items and were"consistent with the 

research rationale given torespondents--"The purpose of this 

research is to find out more albout the ways that reta; 1· '~tores 

benefit from and lose from their employees. The assumption is 

that this approach wOl~Jd allow employees to 11 . te' "both sides of th.e 

story", and perhaps encourage more disclosure. In addition to re-

moving some of the attention from the theft items, these posttive 

items can also be treated as an attitude-toward-work index. One 

might expect an invers'e relationship between positive and negative 

The cover sheet also s~ught to alleviate employees ' concern 

aboutadmitti,ng to theft "by telli.ng ;ithem that: (1) the p~ject 
was beind conduttecl by a private research firm rather than any 

particular retail store or o,rganization, (2) employee theft is 

believed to bea very popular,widespread activity among employees 

(more than 50%), (3) the confi~elltialit.Y of their answers is pro-

tected,. by law, 'and (4) any research proJ'ect is 1 use ess if,if contains. 

false information. 

Respondents answered a number of"Have you ever : .:. II questions 

with a yes or no reS'ponse and for each yes answer, were asked to 

estimate how ~many times they ha.d engaged in thatpartci cul ar activ­

ity 1n the past year. 

The emp~oyee theft questionnaire was administered to nine 
"l ;~ • 

employees worki,ng at several different stores., 

:' '.' if 
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{,I, 

4.2.2 Results 
,;: iii 

, The feasibility test results for the employee theft instrument 

were generally encouraging. No implementation problems were experienced. 

Qm" staff encountered no problems locating nine employees who were willing 

to complete the questionnaire. All respondents completed the quesition­

nairein the range of 12-15 minutes. 
'" 

We should note that implementation on a large scale presents a 

totally different set dl":prOb1ems. For example, the basic question of 

,cooperation from union and professional associati(~ms must be addressed. 
" " ,I 

Several retailers whom we interviewed expressed concern about union 

opposition. Although Clark et a1. (1979) found some oPPc$:ition in the 

Minneapo1is-St.Paul area, most unions and professional associations were 

cooperative. Another set of problems that is even more serious involves 

selecting representative samples and gaining the complete cooperation of 

those individuals who are selected. Large retailers someti~es do not 

have complete or updated mailing l,ists of their employees. Furthermore" 

obtaining a high return rate with a mail questionnaire, especially when 

it covers sensitive topics,is ver~ldifficu1t, indeed. Clark, et al. 

achieved a 51 perc~nt return rate. While this return rate may be good, 

given the circumstances, theobvi ou s~~es t'ion is to what extent the ten­

dency to complete the questionnaire was affected by the tendency to en-
II n 

gage in thef't from the company? 

A1 though the expense of this feasibility test was ~minima1 at the 
, 

implementation levEll, the actual costs of using this in!trument would be 
, . 

similar to the cost of conducting any good mail survey with a reasonable 
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size sample. For example, pre- and post-survey correspondence with the 

potential respondents would be necessary to maximize the return rate" 
\": . ~ 

The Minnesota project is a good example of what this corresponden't{'~~uld 

entai 1. Undoubtedly', the cost increases substanti ally as the researcher 

seeks to improve the return rate and to maximize the fidelity of imp1e­

m~ntation. 

In termsl~f reliability and validity, again, moreextens;ve data 

collection would be necessary to evaluate the feasibility of the present 

employee theft questionnaire. A few spec,ific problems were noted that 
G 

may reflect on the validity of the responses. Several respondents an-
. . '. ,.,' 

swered "Yes" to a pa'rt'icularactivity, but failed to indicate the number 

of times theyhad engaged i~ that ac~ivity in the last year. Because 

their answers were confidential, respondents could not be asked to 
explain this nonresponse tendency. More research is needed to determine 

the nature and importance of this problem. If this problem was an over­

sight due to weak instructions or questionnaire format, then the in­

structions should be improved or the format modified. However, perhaps 

these emp luyees were wi 1 ling to admi t to theft, but chose not to reveal 

the number of times they had stolen fromt~e company. A third possi­

bility is that they were simply unable to remember the number Of times. 

First, the extent ,of this nonresponse needs further explanation before 

the appropriate interpretation and solution is pursued. 

The validity of self-reports about, employee theft is a problem 

similar to the validity of shoplifting self-reports, as discussed 

e~rI1~;~. 1\t this point~suffice it to say that the validity problem 
",.,.1 

may be more serious in the case of employee theft, Where the consequences 

, . i'. 



:0 
, f]":' 

,[J 
" [J 

fJ 
[] 

" <[J 

D 
a 
o 

.. "."" J........ .j ... 

54 

of telling the truth could be perceived as greater (e.g., loss of one's 
() 

job) • 

Several writtenconments by respondents suggest how the instrument 

ci161d be modified. A few respondents indicated that certa'1nquestions 

did not apply to them (the instructions told them to mark liN/Ail next 

to toese items). At present, the instrument is dominated by questions 

about "taking' merchandise" (which apply to almost everyone) and ques­

tions about taking cash or other forms. of cash register t~eft (which 

apply only to those individuals who have access to cash). These two 

types of items were fre~uently included because they repres7nt the pri­

mary areas of concern to retaile:s. However, other areas of employee 
, , 

theft should be considered (e.g. "theft atshipPl1l9 and receiving, stock 

areas, by support services, etc.). This instrument should be treated 

as a "starting point. Further expansion and refinement should be pur­

sued. Once a core set of items are »identified for mea~uring the type 

and extent of ~mployee theft, then questions concerning the hypothesized 

correlates of theft should be ~dded. 
to' 

4.3 Summary and Conclusions 

Two self-report questionnaires were. developed--one designed to 
f 

measure shoplifting behavior am~ng high school students and the othel", 

designed to measure theft·behavior among retail employees. Each instru­

ment Was administered to nine respondents to test its feasibility for 

I) future research and evaluation. Overall, the feasibility tests suggest 

that the self .. report instruments are workable and may be advantageous 
" ~ \,; 

f.or future work if certain 1110difications are introduced. 

The student shoplifting questionnaire was not only constructed to 
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m,'\sure a variety of shoplifting behaviors, but also to aadress a number '",,1 

of causal factors that may either facilttateor inhibit the act of shop­

lifting. Emphasis was given to students' thought processes as they 

affect the decision to shoplift or not. The feasibility results indicatEf 

that students had little difficulty understanding or answering the ques­

tions. Several recommendations were made concerning modifications in 

item wording, but no major revisions are considered necessary. To in­

crease the instrument's sensitivity to the impact of antitheft strategies 

(e.g.~ media education), perhaps it should go beyond measuring thoughts, 

behaviors, and behavioral intentions to. include more questions directed 

at attitudes, beliefs, and knowledge about shoplffting. 

Both the shoplifting and employee theft illstruments have relatively 

unknownre:pabili/ty and validity .... In general, We should be cautious of 
'.:; 

self~report data because respondents often misremember events, fail to 

know the real reasons for their behavior,and sometimes give biased or 

false answers to produce a positive, socially desirable self-presentation. 

The employee theft questionnaire goes beyond previous research by 

offering a wider variety of thef:t questions including variations in the 
il 

amount of theft, as well as variations in the type of thefts~ Unlike 

the shoplifting instr,ument', the questions are restricted to ~Ieasuring the 

extent and type of employee theft and do not extend into the hypothesized 

correlates of theft (with the exception of demographic data). The fea-
\) 

sibility results were generally encouraging.Employ~e respondents were 

able to answer most questions without any difficulty. However~ a few 

individuals failed to indicate the number of times they~ad engaged in 

certain activities in the past year. This potential problem requires 
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further exploration. In addition, because the questions about cash regis-
Q.:::J • 

o ter thefts" did nof' apply to respondents who did not "have access to the 
/((2>. 

cash register, perhaps the instrument could benefit fro,!! additionQ1 

questions which focus on various types andlor locations of merchandise 

theft. 

Finally, we should note that the employee theft questionnaire could 
. ~ ~ 

be relativ,e1y expensive to administer and mc>y face opposi'tion from cer­

,," tain groups. Forexamp1~, the procedures required to ensure a high re-
I.?:., 

turn rate with a mai1< questionnaire and a representative sample can be 

costly. In addition, employee unions may be opposed to such investiga-
, 

" tions. Nonetheless, these obstacles are not insurmountable. 
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Chapter 5 \\ 

CUSTOMER INTERVIEWS!; 
• . j' \1 

Security strategies not only have a po,ssib1e impact on the shop-
, \ " 

lifting rate, apprehension rate, and inventor;y shrinkage, but also onO 

"the general clientele of the store. Critical\;,pformation in this area 

mi~ht concern the attitudes of customers , knowledge of the presence of 

security strategies, and preceptions of theft opportunities and risk 
,; 

.of appre~elision. Regardl ess of its effer,tiveness, a strategy that of-. , 

fends. customers ~r violates their sense of privacy (e.g., searching all" 

packages) may not be· desirable from a,publ ic relations standpoint. 

Many strategies depend upon their visible presence as a deterrent, but 

if most customers do not recognize thei r presence, their effecti veness 

may be reduced. In order to better understand these issues, interviews 

were conducted with custonier$. Interviews were designed to determine 

the average shopperis preceptions of the: 

• severity of the shopliftin'g probl.em in a particular store. 

• extent to which shoplifters are apprehended •. 

• extent to which security procedures interfere with normal 
shopping behavior. 

• effectiveness of store security. 

• existence of variCiUS anti-shoplifting techniques of devices 
used by the store. 

If properly conducted, these interviews could provide a richness 

of data th;t would be lacking ,in the numerical impact measures (e~lg •• 

shrinkage rate). The most useful of these data would concern perceptions 
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of attitudes about shoplifting apd store security. Important pe~~ep­

tual data couldbecollecte'd concerning the presence and n~ture of 

security devices and personnel, as well as estimates of the extent of 
" -~. (} (;-

theft opportunities and risk of apprehension.. These data would be very 

useful in determining the v;sibilityof security' efforts. The meaning 

of this level of visibility'woulddepend on the 'specific security stra­

tegy. However, for most strategies, a hi9h level of visibility would be 
;~ 

most desirable as a deterrent. Similarly, for IIlQst~ases, success would 

be defined by a high perceived risk of apprehension, combinedwi'th low 

perceived opportunities for theft. These data could be val idated 

against the shopl ifti ng rate produced by the observations of customer 

behavior and the a.,pprehension rates derived from the staged shopl i fting 
','f 

incidents. If a close correspondence co~ld be established, the role of 

these interviews in future evaluations might be greatly expanded. 

Attitudinal data could also beco,~lected during these interviews. 

Customers could be queried about their attitudes concerning store sec­

urity and specific ~nti-theft strate9ies, as well as general attitudes 

aboutshopli fting and employee theft. These data wou1 dbe useful pri-

. marily as a component in the overall evaluation of the anti-theft stra­

':,tegies. While store security is a necessity, it should not be estab­

lished to the extent that customers are offended. 

\~ 

5.1 Procedures 

Nine shoppers were randomly selected as they entered a major de­

partment store in downtown Chicago. All nine interviews were conducted 

between 10:15 and 11:40 am. Shoppers were stopped and asked the following: 
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ExcuS~ m~, ~e are conducting a brief survey of shoppers. We· ... ; 
feel 1 t 1 S lmportant to get feedback from store customers a­
bout ~mportant aspects of store operations., I have just a few 
questlons to ask you. It will take a few minutes." II .1/ 

The shoppers were then asked two questions, one concerning how often 

'they shopped in the store and the other concerni'ng· how long they spend 

. in the store when they shop. Respondents were then told the following: 

I:~ going to ask you ~:<.>me questions which may require you to pro­
,~1e an answer.from thlS c~rd (hand shopper the card). This card 
111 u~t~ates the a~s:wers wh1 ch ra.nge!rom l'e;ctreme1y ll .1;0 "not at' 

.' '. all., If you dont kn()w, or can't glVe an an'swer, pleaseo tel1 me. 

A decision was made to' i'nclud~ a ";do~'t 'know" 'catego~y, rather than 
';f • 

force subjects into providing a response to a question on which the; had 

no knowl edge~" Respondents were then asked questions coveri ng the poi nts 

noted above. (The complete survey may be found in the appendix) Final-
p 

1y, subjects were asked whether or not they had any comments they would 

like to make concerning store secu,rity and were thanked for their c()oper­

ation. The interviewer, through observation, rec?rded the sex, race, 

and approximate age of the subjec~. The i ntervie~s took 1 ess than four 

minutes to complete. 

5.2 Resul ts 

Nine interviews were conducted to stay Within OMB regulations . 

Although no in-depth analysis of the data was feasible, certain points 
.,' , .... , 

are worth noting:' All nine interviews were successfully completed. 

No respondent broke off the1nterview. Thus, apparently these types 

of interviews are feasi bl e. However, there 'were two probl ems associated 

with the interview. 

First, some shoppers responded With, IIdon't know" to a number of 

questions. In particular, questions co~cerning h~w many people shoplift 

I~~ 
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o 

and how many I~hoplifters get caught were' responded to in that fashion. 

Since the~,eJlquestions ~re no; critical to this interview, We suggest 

that they not be included in future work concerning shoppers I percep­

tions of security. Questions '"which would result in "don't know" an­

swers should be kept to a m;numultI, not only because they produce lim­

ited information, but also because r;,e~pondents tend to feel that they 

" are ignorant or that the survey is_ of no interest to them. 
", 

The second problem concerned the possi bil ity of respondents mis-

interpreting the interview and feeling that they are being accused of 
I, 

shdplifting. This possib~1ity was recognized before the interview was 
, "., j,) 

conducted and it was hoped that this would be minimized by interviewing 

respondents as they entered the store, rather than as they left. Des­

pite this precaution, the interviewer
t

felt that some respondents were 

apparently confused and were t,llken aback by the shopli fti'l1g questions. 

One respondent acted as if she was being accused and went as far as to 

state that she ~,id not:,,,steal. This confusion may 'be reduced or a:.; 
~< 

voided by making the introduction more expl icit. 
;~:; 

Final}Y4'theC<,~'cost of conducting these interviews is small. A 

trained interviewer can conduct six to ten interviews an hour at a cost 

of $8 to $10 per hour. Data analysis would also be relatively inex-
;lJ 

pensive. 

5.3 Summary and Concl usions 

A brief interview was designed to assess shoppers I awareness of 
,) 

anti-shoplifting techniques1rand devices utilized in a retaU store. In 

addition, an attempt was made to determine how ,easy' shoppers~thought it 

was to shoplift and h&w many shopl ifters' got caught. This pilot 
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inte~view' was conduc~ed with nine randomly selected respondents. The 
" 

interviews were ~nerally successful in .that all ~esponden~s ~jompleted 
the interviews without 'breaking off. However, two problems were noted. ' 

First, too ~any of the questions resulted in the respondents answering 

"don't know,il which appeared to lower their interest in the interview. 

Secondly, some respondents were concerned that the interviewer was 

accusing them of shopl ift,jng. We see these as relatively mlrlor prob­

lems which cogld be resolved in future interviews. We also conclude 

that shopper perceptions can beeas'ily tapped in interviews like the 

one utilized. 



I) 

Chapter·6 

OFFENDER PROCESSIRACING 

Psychologists using the infonnation-processing approach to the 

"stUdy ,9fhuman behavior (Newell &Simon,1972) have developed a set of 

'"process-tracing techniques" to monitor rapid mental processes. These 

techniques provide otherwise unavailabl,e"infonnation about the ongoing 

perceptual and thought processes in decisionmaking and problem solving. 

They enabl: researchers to uncover ho~ decisions are made, not just, 

which factors ~re important in the decisiOfs.The usefulness of these 

techniques is sunmari;ed'~in Payne, Braunstein, antCarroll (1978). 
. ~ ~ 

The best--known and most appropriate process-tracing technique for 
.. () 

studying shoplifting is the collection of verbal protocols. These are 

cOllect~d b,x"asking the s~bject to give continuous verbal reports, to 

"think aloud," while performing the t~sk of interest. Verbal protocols 

hav~ been cOllec~ed (via tape' recordel'~) in a wi,de variety of settings, 

including controll~d laboratory studies of problem solving and deCision­

making (e.g., Newell & Simon, 1972; Payne, 1976; Svenson, 1974) and 

complex real';'world, ,decisions such as selecting ~tock portfolios, making 

, . . d '('1h ' . for food ""'psychi atri c diagnoses, making parole decls1ons, an ..s Opplng; 

(Braunstein&, Coleman, 1967; Clarkson, 1962; Carroll & Payne,1977; 

o Payne & Ragsdale, 1978). 

'.{I 

'.1 

6.1 Procedures 

", The primary goal of the, proce~/s-tracin~ pr()cedures is to produce, 

thoug'h' t,processes, during the detailed information about shoplifters' 
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completed shoplifting act and during ,uncompleted shoplifting acts when 

shoplifting is considered but rejected~ This information is not avail­

ab'le usin~,,~r~d~itional interyiewi~g techniques because recall of ~ar~ier 
·thqughts iSd1fficUlt or impossibiea~ter passage of time and removal 

\\ 

of CUes that triggered the previous thoughts. Interviews also have the 

problem of demand characteristics in that subjects may be unWilling to 

}'eveal certain motives and goals, although process-tracing procedures 

are not immune from these problems. {See Payne, 'et al., 1978 for a 

description of this procedure and its advantages and disadvantages, and 

Payne & Ragsdale, 1978 for an ex amp 1 e using actu~'i l supermarket shoppers.) 

The type of shoplifter thought processes of interest include assess­

ments of the'desirability of items, theeas~ or difficulty of shoplifting 

the items,and the risks associ9te~with shoplifting, intrinsic motives 

foY.' shop 1 i ft i ng (~uCh' iis~:a!!ge,/:bout" pri ce or poor slervi ce, and reasons 
If I. . 

for not completing shoplifting acts. It is hoped that these data win 

reveal both perceptual processes--what the shoplifte~' notices about Jhe 
! ~ < 

items, layout, store personnel, antishopHftingdevicles--and judgmental 

processes--how various characteristics are weighed and evaluated. 

6. 1 .1 I nterv.i ews wi th Apprehended Shop 11 fters 

Interviewers waited in the store for shoplifters to be caught 

and processed by the store. When the store had finished conducting their 

i ntervi ews and paperwork, but pri or to re 1 eas~ ng or rf!mandi ng into cus-
~ ". 

tody, the interviewer was introoduced to the shoplifte'r. The intervfewers 
I,.' ~ " , 

to19J the shoplifters that they were doing re$earch about. shoplifting and 

were not connected with the store. The individual was free to choose to., 
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partic.ipate or not. Participation would have no influence on any l,egal 

~'ction taken by the store,; participation would not. help or hurt them in 

cmy",way. Fina,lly, they were promised confiden.tialityin' that what they 

said would not be connected with their names and.'coul(:I'not be used 
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against them by the store or anyon~el se. 

Subjects whoagre~d to particip~te signed a con~ent form acknow­

ledging their understa'nding of and agreement with the foregoing condi­

tions. They were then asked to retrace their steps through the store" 
~ ,t:-'n!:-' 

be9inning when they e,ntered the store, to walk through and talk aloud 

regarding what they saw., thought about~ and did. The interviewer tape­

recorded these remarks and prompted the subject.with neutral requests 

such as~ "What did~you do here," "What were you thinking about," , _ 

"Where did you go 'next? II 

This procr,edure 'parallels" the "prompted protocols" technique of 

Russo and Dosher (197.5). Although s@jects do, not give protocols during' 
", ," - " "' 

their actual in-store behavior, the recre'~tion of their in-store activi:ties, 
II . '-

after a moderate de1ay, presents them with a rich field of .cues that 

should both produce a high level of recall and recapitlliate filany of the 
<( . 

1'1"' 

sam~ perceptual and judgmental processes. 

~&.1.,2 . Interviews with Admitted Shoplifters ' 

') Admitted SJ10~1ifters~e~e';fc.lentified using two procedures. As 

part of a study not conducted ~.Y Westinghouse, 150 questionnaires were 

circulated to undergraduate students in introductory" psychology classes> , 

The questionnai.re was anonymous, and requested self-report~:?of shopliftirlg 

At"the eri'd of the ~uestionnaire was a request to assist our 
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research by participating in a pair of inter;Yi~ws at $5 per hour during 

.which the subjectwould\ individually walk through a store with an i'!lter~ 
') . ~~.,.. '. . "-

viewer and talk about what they saw and thought about. Both expert 

shoplifters (six or more admitted incidents, in the past year) and non­

shoplifters (no incidents in the past year) were solicited and asked to 

call the r~searcher·and set up an appointment using a self':'chosen code 
11 

name for anonymity. The use of both expert andnonshoplifters served 

to provide a comparison group and to allow the interviewer to be blind 

to the shopqifting experience of the subject (.both for methodological 

reasons and to further protect subjects). ';'rhe se,cond procedure for 

soliciting subjects was to tap our network of ~riendsand acquaintances, 

seeki ng thBse w.ill i ng to part; cipate." 

« w 

The procedure involved first giving subjects some practice in the 

"think aloud" procedure. Subjects were given a booklet of advertisements 

from a department store and asked to think aloud into a taperecorder aSQ 

they examined the ads. They were asked to verbalize what they read, saw, 

and thought, and were prompted when appropriate. Following this practice 
.l~ . 

session, the interviewer took the subject to a nearby shopping area of 

the subject's choice (one which the subjects actua.l1y shopped in). Sub!.,. 
;;r II 

jects were instructed to go through the store as if it were i~n actual 

shopping trip but to talk.-aloud i.nto the taperecorder as theY~did so. 
I.":?"' 

One..,half.the subjects were given additional instructions to formulate an 
" •.. (:~ \'<',-" 

I;' 

~intention to shoplift during their shq~ping trip. This was dQne to in-

crease the amount of shoplifting thoughts. It also served to simulate 

situations inwhi ch shopl ifting woul d be 'deiiberate1y intended rather 

. • 4ij . 

, ." ,.t 
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thanprecipit'ated by being in the $tore. \~gain, the interviewer used' 
\~" '., ," -f3<~!.":: ,_.\-,.!~ 

neutral prcmptswhere appropriate. 
~ -.... ~ 

6.2 Results 

6.2.1 Results of Protocol Collection with Apprehended Shoplifters 

~ Wehad beeninf06ed by the store that they typically apprehended 

six to eight shop1 ifterseach day. However, two inter;/viewers spent two 
',) .. 

full days in the store, during which time D on1y two shoplifters were 

apprehended. Inquiries ,revealed thqt during the period of this study, 

the rate of apprehension was very low, pO$sib1ydue to a changeover in It 
~ 

many of the floor security p'ersohne1. Because of the low rate" the 

study was discontinued as inefficient. . ' 

The two appr.ehended shoplifters were each approached and their co­

operation solicited. One indicated that she would not participate be­

cause she had nothing to gain and was ~oo upset (she was visibly upset, 

had been crying, and had been forcibly apprehended and handcuffed). The 
~ . -·,t; "" 

Ii 

other agreed to cooperate, to retrace her behavior in the store, and to 

tape record her~'thoughts. However, du~ing a five-minute walk through a 
~': '-: ~~;':~~' 'tt • : 

saml1 portion of the store, she proceeded to deny shoplifting, to justify 
n • 0, " ,C 

her possesslon of goods, and to claim that she had been apprehended be-

cause she was known to the store personnel. Later discussion with 

store security indicated that she was not being truthful, but she main­

tained the sam~,,,storYin an attempt to avoid legal action. She may have 

believed,thatthe interviewer wasv':C:onnected with the stot"'e, would tell 

the store wha.~ she said, or would believe her and even influence the 

store. 'Further, she was veryinartic4late itld difficult to understand. 
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Thus, the two days of data collection had yielded no usable data about 

shop 1 i. fters . 
(; 

These results and experiences imply that the feasibility of this 

!;procedure is low. The data collection was relatively e>:<pensive since two 
. ,\" 

full days of interviewer time were expended to contact ,two potential 

subjects, of whom one: agreed t~ participate: This procedUre c()uld be 

made more efficient by obtaining the cooperation of several stores with 

one interviewer moving on call from store to store as shoplifters are 

apprehended. Even so, the proportion of subjects who agree to partici­

pate may be low. 

There are some additional potentially serious imp1tpentation prob­

lems. While the.re was only a small effort required in allowing infe~­

views, the store was concerned that the shoplifters would flee and de­

tailed two security personnel to watch the interview from a distance. 

This is quite expensive in terms of personnel for the store, a1thou~h 
such surveillance is neither necessary nor likely to stop an escape, 

and probably would have been d'ropped .forsubsequent subjects. 

The store's concern for the security of the apprehended shoplifters 
,,-, 

could also be eliminated by interviewing individuals who have been 

. released by the store and thus who will not be prosecuted. This sample 

of shoplifters is also more likely to cooperate with the procedure,' 

once they agree to participate. The major drawback of this sampling 

technique is that it will produce a biased sample of less serious offen­

dl;!rs. 

An even more sertous problem was the low validity of the data 

\ 
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oobtained. The single subject interviewed lied about her shoplifting . . ~. . ~ 

activities. Clearly, the"situatibn of Deing caught for shoplifting 

and subject to legal action makes apprehended shoplifters want to get 

people on t.lJeir side. We believe that the 0111y feasible way to get 
~; .:. -) 

truthful answers would be,~nl iron-clad, beli.evable guarantee of immunity 

fromprose~~Jionfor this charge. Even if the store does drqp charges 

in exchange for cooperation, it is uncertain how many subjects will 

provide responses that are both truthful and complete. Additionally, 

ethical problems arise if the store threatens prosecution to shop11fters 

that they would.ordinarily release in an attempt to get subjects for the 

study. Even if valid answers could be obtained from subjects in this 
.', . 

,~, ~' 

ma~ner, the, $;"mple of apprehended shoplifters is a highly selective one. 
I'} ;;.' 

For each one caught, a very.:l ~rge number ar.e undetected. For those 
<; 1\ 

ca~ght, on ly a few wi 11 agree to be i ntervi ewed. Thus,' genera·l i ty is 

weak. 

6.2.2 Results of Protocol Collection with Expert and Nonshoplifter 
.' 

Two subjects (one expert and one nonshoplifter) were solicited 

through self-report questionnaires'and two others through personal con-' 

tacts. The experts admitted to large numbers of shoplifting. experiences. 

These subjects were uniformly distributed between the "shopl' and "shop­

lift" instructional conditions, 

The actual protocols ranged in length from 17 minutes to 48 minutes, 

wi th an average of 30 minutes. There were no apparent di fferences in I; . 
~ Q 

jj 

length across subject type or instructional set. The percentage of 

statements relevant to shoplifting was tallied for each protocol,and 

. ;;.0, 
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1'. 

these are presented in Table 6-1. Experts made more statements re.l evant 
'1 

to shopl ifting than did nonshopl ifters, and "shopl ift" jnstructions pro-

duced more references to shoplifting than did "shop" instructions. The 
.. 

effect of instructions was particularly strong, although the small 
,-1\ 

, I"~ 

numger of subjects m&'kes all conclusions provisional. Also tabulated in 

Table 6-1 are the number of individual items considered by each subject 
" 

as a target for shoplifting. The expert shoplifter in the "shoplift" 

condition considered 19 individual items, using about four statements 

per item.. The expert in the "shop" condition considered one item 

using eight statements. The nonshoplifter in the "shoplift" condition 

considered One item using 104 statements, and this prog>col revealed a~ 

agonizing moral dilerrma and strategic impasse over taking a $7.95 book. 

.. Statements relevant to shoplifting could be divided into percep-
~ 1 

tual, motivational, and judgmental categories and their subtype~,.. These" 

are given in Table 6-2. 

The number of statements was too few to attempt formal analyses. 

However, the most common events were quite different for expert~ and the 

nonshoplifter who considered taking a book. The experts' Were motivated 

by items they needed (had a use for) or we.re interested in. For example, 

one said, "Might be something there I could use because I don't really 

hav~ very many tools." They examined the store layout, noticed any 

store personnel, and were concerned with item si.ze. They mentioned tac-
':.!: 

tics and judged items in terms of how easy they Were to shpplift. The 

above shoplifter said, "Here's a six";inch adjustable wrench, urn, fit 

into my pocKet fairly easily.1I 

.~~ ---~.~.-~ 
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Table 6-1 

Shoplifting Statements by Condition 

. Subject's Shoplifting History' 

Instructional Set 

Number of . subjects n, ,i 

~: • r 

Protoco 1 length (s tate~e.nts ) 

Percent of'protocol devoted to 
shoplifting ~ . 

Nuinbe,r temsconsidered to 
shop1 ft 

0 

l;:' 
t .... .JC 

)) 
(11 

,0 

0; 

l.il 

" 

'i) 

ExpeY't 

Shoplift· Shop 

1 1 

lo5 492 

,. 
51 2 

19 1 

p_., 
- t~~!:;., 

Nonshoplifter 

: .. Shopl'i.ft Shop 

1 1 .. 
" ~I ':,_ .• , 

365 292 
~.' 

29 0 

""' 1 0 .J 
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Table 6-2 
,:A}i.~;r'~;:::.':'(..\) 

Perc~ptual, Motivational and 
Judgmental "Statements About Shoplifters 

.'0 
:0, 

... , Number of Sta,tements " 

'0 
[J 

'[1 

~[1 

,1] 

o 
.[1 

';,0 
\ 

·,[L 
, 

In 
" 

~U 

:\';"-~" ' 

/ 
il 

~--

1. 

u 

II. 

III. 

,i 

Statement Type 

Percceptua 1 

,i,Store personnel 
Security devices 
Store layout 
People nearby 
Size of item 
PY'ice of item 

, ,Motivational 

Interest/1i ki n9 
Have 'a use/need 
Pri G~~-t.oo hi gh" 

~ ..! -.' 

'Judgmental 
~} 

Takeable 
Tactics 
Risks 
Justifications 
take/not-take 

o 

() 

f; 

Experts 

7 
2 

11 
2 
9 
1 

n 
9 
1 

21 
16 
2 
0 
2 

Nonshoplifters 

o 
o 
o 

13 
2 
2 

o 
o 
2 

0 
23 
13 
10" 
10 

~~:.:.~ 

~. 

~;~-:;:;;:~,=:.4~;:~'~~.:""""_J~'~""'~IF,:"_-t~~""'~~,!~. , __ , ___ :' I....,'..-.~ .. + :~~-_./"1'.~ ..... ~.,.......,.,. __ '*' iI<>< ........ ":,,,., ·hY .... -..:'·''''· <#oi;V~"""'~#\':":' 

" 

o 

Total 

7 
2 

11 
15 
11 

"", 3 

71, ' 

,=~).", 

11 
9 
3 

21 
39 
15 
10 
12 
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The l'l~mShoPlifter was motivated by a reaction to the price. She said, 
';2;"-:::-;'\ . f'" 

"7.95! ,,I can't afford a $7.95 book; Wuthering Heights isnJ't worth 

$7.95. Golly, well, I could just take it." She primarily noticed people 

in general'(IIToo many people here; nobody can even swipe a decent book"), 

and thought aboutOtactics, risks (embarrassment and conscience), justi-

f\c.ations (IIIt's just one little book,1I "Think of it as borrowing," 

.~ . . . k" t 1 . "These people make enough money"), and agomzed over ta 1ng 1 ,or eav1ng. 

It is likely that in the absence of instructions to consider shoplifting, 

this subject would not think such thoughts. She says, IIOh, what am I 

going to do, oh, this is horrible." arid iiI don't know anything about these 

things, golly," 

The pattern of events for ~~e expert who considered a large number 

of items could be characteri.zed in .general with the following sequence: 

Check layout of store, area. 

" It:ook.Tor items of inte.rest or use to you. 

I Evaluate ease of shoplifting ('size" tactics). 

I Check for store personnel. 

Th.e expert who exami ned one item fo 11 owed a di fferent sequence: 

o I LOQk for items of i nteres t or Use. 
\, 

I Che2~ fairness of price. 
\;, 

I Evalu~te ease of shoplifting (size). 

I Check f6r store personnel. 

The nonshoplifte~who c~nsidered one item'went through this sequence: 
"', 

I Lookfot items of interest or use. 
., 

I Check fairness of price. 
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\\ 

I Fi gure out how to take it wi th no one seeing ; t. 

I I)Worry aboutri sk~. 
. " 

'I 

I Justify taking item. 

The i ntervi ew procedures" wi th ,', admi tted shop 1 i fters can be conducted 

. at reasonable expense. Interviewers can be trained to collect protocols 

in a few hours at a cost of approximately $80. Each interview averages 

one hour and costs the following: 

$ 5 Subject payment 
15 Interviewer time 
25 Transcription and analysis, 

$45 T()tal (without indirect or overhead expe,nses) 
" 

l~ 

There are only minor problems in implementing the protocol procedure. 

The procedure is noticeable to other shoppers and~tore personnel, al­

though sma 11 taperecorders make i t reasonably di screet. Howeve~rj we di d 

. h b 1 '" t1f . not encounter any di ffi cul ti es W1 t any near y peop e on our 1 n ',ervl ews. 
. f4 

I} . . /, ; 

The reliability and validity of the protocol data have not been 

fonna 11 y computed .."The procedure in general has been shown capable of 

being reliably cod~d into categories and producing valid data regarding 

mental proc,esses (Ericcson & Simon~ 1979; Payne, et al., 1978). Given 

the small number of protocols, ()n1y a single rater"di"v,ided statements 

into a provision~l coding scheme. It is usually possio1e to achieve 

hi gh,. re 1 i aM 1 ity for such codes (90-95% of agreement among raters). The 
" 

validity of the protocols is also difficult to estimate. In reading 

sections where shoplifting was considered, there appeared to be a high 

degree of face validity. The factors mentioned in the protocols are 
,', 

consistent .with what retail security experts consider important: High 

prices, easy opportunity, low risk, and a ct~..sire for the item ({;jj~berg, 
0,.'" , 
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;1 

1976; Kr~ut" 1976; Retail Week, 1978)= Consistent with other studies of 

criminal deterrence, risk seems to be conceptualized as the chance of 

being observed by store personnel' (probabil ity of captur~), rather' thar)~" 

,as potential pen,altiesto ,be suffered. 

6.3 Summary and Conclusions 

6.3. 1 I nterv'i ews" with Apprehended Shop 1 i fters 
,I 

App,rehende~ shop1ifterswere requested to retrace theit: step~ through 
,.\ "r- -

the store and talk a16i)d about what they s~w, thought about, and did. Be-
II ~ 

c~use of low rates of apprehension, only two shop1ifte~s were contacted 

in two days. One refused to cooperate and the oth~r 1 ie,d about her beha­

ViOl" in the store. 
\~:;:>T">':: '~,.;~ 

This approach would only be practical if a high rate of appreheri-

sion~jexisted in a store 'or if several nearby stores were cooperating wi th~ 

an interviewer who could go wherever there were apprehensions. In addi­

tUm, subjects will probably only cooperate ifgi ven some ~dvantage asa 
, , 

l) result,'''such asa gluarantee of no prosecyticm. This produces attendant 

ethi ca 1 quest ions, but j:hey are probably reso 1 vab 1 e. There i: S no way to 

guarantee truthful reports in this situation, where the subject is con­

cerned about the consequences of illegal acts. It may be impqssible to 

get truthful reports except in unusual instances. In all, this method 

is ,difficUlt, time consuming, and unlikely to yieldreSll)ts worth the 

effort., ~ 
6.3.2 Interviews with Experts and Nonshoplifter'.s 

Expert shoplifters (self-report of six or more incidentsi,n past 

year) and nonshoplifters were asked to walk through ~'store on a typical 
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sh~PPi ng tti p. ,One-half of each type were as ked to fonnul ate an i ntenti on 
(f""", ' " tOl'shop11ft before entering the store. 

'" ,Results proved an intriguing and promising l~ok at shoplifting. 

Experts thought more ~bout shoplifting than nonshoplifters, and"shop-

1ift" instructions produced'more thought about shoplifting than "shop" 

instructions. It is probably best to continue' the shoplifting instruc­

tions since it greatly enhances the information produced, although evi­

dence regarding validity should be gathered. 

Statements, about shoplifting suggest an orderly process of interest 
"~ .. 

in an item, a decision for some p'er-sons but not others not to pay an 

unfair price, and evaluation of shoplifting strategies, a check. on stOre 

personnel nearby, and a fi na 1 deci.s i on to shop 1 i ft. . Nonshop 1 i fters seem 

to be motivated not to shoplif'~ because they will .be seen and embarrassed, 

and their socialization regardi'ng moral be·liefs abollt theft. Expel~ienced 
" 

shoplifters appear to be more strategic, with store personnel the most 
,~~, Q:~ 

obvi ous deterrent, along wi th the ease of phyS:i ca lly removi ng the item. 

The insights illustrated in this pilot data strongly suggest that 

this method'is feasible, and capable of producing .new and useful data 
" . " 

• .:! " I' 

regard1n,g shop1 ifter thoughts and behaviors. A study with ailarger 

number' pf subjects, inclusion of·a broad variety of shoplifters solicited 

in a vhi~iety of ways (including from the store (~~es or court records), 

and a broad and systematic sample of stores would seem to be a worthwhile 

.possibility for increaslng our understilnding of shopTiftin,g and capacity 

to control it. 
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\,; 
EVALUATION OF SHOPLIFTING COU~J 

'cP 0 
.~ 

7.1 Procedures '''' 
Ifr . () {('~-' 

Field feaslbil ity test methodologies for the Phase II assessment of 
(.' '-". 7 

the. ChicagoShopl ifting Court included' obsE!r:vations of court proceedings.; . .) 

',interviewswiflh retai1.:,security personn~l, judges, and attorneys; and the 
~ ("', "'~-"''''''''' :" . . \ 

testing of a court asses$!11ent quest10nna1re. Theprimarygo~ls of the 
" 1:'h' .' (,.l 

feas ibi 1i ty tests were: il\, . 
• To develop a g'~n~;ric court assessment.instrument and a:ssess 

admi.nistration pr,l~cedures. ) 

• To assess thefeas'ibility of obtaining further archival data on 
the courts. 

.'\ 

Construction ~nd testing of the generic court assessment instrument 
,~ , 

-: t 

proceed~d as follows. I~formation ,from our observatjon~ of court'room pro-
"0 (; 

ceedings, 1 iterature 'revi ew ,and i ntervi ews were used to construct a pi lot 

survey instrument. The pilot instrument contained 28 items directed at 
,I ;) " 

the fo 11 owi ng areas: 

~,. {) 

• Genera.' percepti ons 'of the oper'ati ons and adequacy of the court 
sy,.stem to de.al with the shoplifting problem. 

• Specific perceptions of the appropriate philosophical goals 
;., (t~e., puni shment, rehab; 1 i tat ion , geryera 1. ~e1~errence), and '. 

dispositional goals (i .e., monetary flnes, Ja'I~.<.sente~ces, .pro­
bation, conditional discharge) for the courts In deahng w1th 
shop 1 itt i ngcases • 

II 

• Specific items add~es'singthe shoplifting court's stated goals· 
of increasing severity of penalties administered. 

·.0 . 

• Open-ended,. itemsI~iHGiting suggestions for improvemen~ o~(J\~~ 
survey instrument its'elf.. ~,~:'. 

.•... Questi ons about the' avail abi 1 i ty ~f court records. 
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After pre limi nary reviewsof;~thEl\ instrument by 0 Westi nghouse staff, 

" a fin~n' "Shoplifting Court Questionnaire" was clJns~ructed (sei~ Appendix H). 
"'~', ,,\:' t, 

1\ . , '. " 
The instrument was des.igned to be administered byWestinghous~>staff to 

" ~, """ " -, ,.) . !(~, 

subjects over the telephone and through ·in-person interviews. The" fimH 
\ . 

form of the instrument,. was administered to three retail security direc-l' .' 
tors; one shoplifting \r:ourt judge, and one state prosecuting atto\"ney. 

The retail security di~ectors were contacted by telephone; the judge and 

.attorney were interviewed in-Person. 

., 7.2 Results:· Questionnaire ,0 

The Shopl ifting Court Questionnaire appears to be a feasiblE~ and 
\::,:",- . ;.~~ .... :,,:r /"""') 

pra{:tical instrument to imp 1 eme,h: in a Pnalse II eva:luation of shoplifting 

court. Because the instrument h.ilS already been developed, the major 
/~ , 

expenses in a Phase II implementation would involve data collectio:h and 

~nalysis. 

Feasibil ity tests of "the instrument suggest a',.need for flexi,bil ity 

an~ persistence in largeradminlstrations. Elicitation of judicial"co­

oper.a.tion, foreKairlp~e, appears to require a sCheduled in-p~rson tnter-
1 "II ." 

viaw. Security directors have inconsistent schedules and did nof 'always 

return telephone calls. Overall , howevel~, and in comparison withbther 
1\ 

methods for obtaining information on the courts (;'e\) arch!i'valdata), 
"",':,":;'" 

the questionnair~ would be easier to implement and less costly. 

The reliability and<validi'ty qUestions wh'lch arise concernin!9" th,e 
" , ",'.. i ' 

,~~ "," '" ' 6)~:t, :; 
instrumen,tare thetypicSl:l::~o!:i~$ whi cb arise when.sel f-repqrt i nstrlJments 

. are used ,(recall, social desirability, etc.). The t1umeralestimat.l~sof, 
~ , 

for examp'l-e, court. p,rosecution rates, may show high variabiJity in: responses 
[; " : ., " I ' 

J: 

due to la.ck of concrete infonnation on th~.? part of many respondents. 
" "', ' 

Q 

,:'i 

. \\ 
p .. " 
~. ~', 

() 

o 
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"~I 

(J - . 

II 

\1 

1\ 

While. the· instrument wduld beof'°questionable validity for quantitative 
,,:-

empirical analysis, it would be very appropriate foraphenomenplogica1 
'{l 

and perceptual ev.a1ua
o
tion of the court.. Such an evaluation is likely to 

" 

be mo'reindi cative of the true impact of the court system. 
~',-' . 

Re 1 i abi 1 i ty cS=T/ft, 
,ri';f1~·':.~--) 

~( .. 
and 'val'idity would be furtherenhan€ed by careful selection of respon- ;/" 

dents. \\Because sec uri ty di rectors may not deal wi th the court on a. 

consistent and regular basis, they may not have suffici'ent experience 
th,., , , . ' c" " 

to give infOrmed answers. Low,.er level security 9,)ards who r,egu1ar1y re7 
\_ ,to ~ ...0 

present the company in court ,appear to be an important subject pool. 

Simi1ar1y,administration of the instrument (or a modified instrument) 
( 

to d~fendants could provide crucial insights into the impact of the 

court on shopl ifting'. 

Feasibility of the questionnaire suggest several specific recom­

.mendations for modification of th~ instrument and refinement of the ad-

ministration procedures. 'Suggested modifications of the instrument are 
. . \ 

r 
as fo 11 ows : ,I 1: . 

• Items 7 and 8, Which\\were intended to elicit dispositional goals 
for shoplifters (i.ep punishment, rehabilitation, general de­
terrence) should be ,e1iminated or modified to include disposi­
tion~l preferences for more speci.fic offender c~tegories (~,g:, Ii' 
first offenders versus chronic offenders). SubJects had d,ffl-, 

, culty"rating'thesegoa1s simi 1 arly for all shopl ifters. 

J/ LI 

,j .' 

Questions 9-12, which asked subjects to compare shoplifting 
cdurt to

o
the.;l;egu1ar.court processing of shoplifting cases, are 

of marginal utility and" could be dropped. Because shqplifting 
court has been in''''existence since 1974, most subjects did not 
have sUfficieht knowledge to answer the questions fro,m personal 
experience. Only the judge we in'1:ervieW,ed cou}d make an informed 
answer to~thestatement. '- " ' 

. . ~ ~. . 
.-:;:::-:;-..:;:;.... 

• Questions 14-i;~5; which askedreta:.il security directors for spe­
cific jnformation about prosecution rates,percentj:lges of guilty 
verdicts, and apprehension l'ates,\,.were either answered out·; of 
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~'. 

con~ecture or.not at' all. Data to answer t.hese questions is not 
easlly accesslble to security directors. Questionnaires mailed " 
t~ these subjects, allQ~in~ more time for completion, would .~ 
11 ke ly produce more vall d 1 nformati on. Another methodwQul d be-' 
to ~sk for rough estimates. This source of error would lead to 
serlOUS problems of validity and reliability. ' . 1/ 

. < 

• Question~ 22 and 23, which asked subjects for suggestions of 
ways ~o ~mprove prosecution rates and specific ways to ,improve 
sho~.J~ftlryg court, produced.r~dundant'information. The suggested 
modlflcatlon would be to ellmlnate question 22 .. ', 

Administration of the instruments i"n the feasibility testing le~ds 

to several suggestions for future administration,. One primary issue 

concerns sampling of respondents. Retail security directors were not 

uniformly aware of shoplifting .court, nor was detailed information about 

their court processing of shoplifting offenders readily available to them. 

InterViews with 10wer-1evel security personnel, who regularlY/attend court 

sessions, would likely produce more valid information. Second, an addi­

tional subject pool for further test questipi1naires should include de­

fendants in shoplifting cases. Intarviews with a large number of defen­

dants would facilitate greater understanding of the phenomenology and 

dynami cs of court prosecution of shop 1 i ft>;li ng cases. The perspecti Ve of 

defendants would provide for more concrete assessment of the actual impact 

'of court dec,i s ions. 

Responses obtained in'" feasibility tests, although based o~>. a very 

smali sample, suggest that cQ\pparative ass~ssment of the various subpopu­

lations which deal with the court would p:rovide insights as to how the' 
":,:.:, 'I':' ,"~ ::::. 

co_~rts operate and how they coulp:,,-~.e improved. One remarkable difference 

in perception c~nh~i~ed on recidivism rates' in the courts. Th~ judge we 

interviewed estimated that 70 percent of Offenders were recidivists; the 

attorneyg~ve a figure of 56 percent. The responses of security directors " 

. ~, 
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to t"he same question pr(,duced estimates ranging from two 

This diff~rence in estimai~d' proportioh of 'recidAyi!~ts, 

80 

to 10 perce'nt. 
\\ 

if repl i cated, 

cotil d provi de some ins ight into the reasons: for""1 ow,> pr~secuti on rates. 

The open-ended q~estions "for improvements in the handl ing of shop­

lifting: cases elicited lengthy responses from subjects. The judge who 

was interviewed,for example, suggested that shoplifters fall into 

"roughly two, cat;gories: Chronic offenders who are not deterred by any 

reasonable court sanctions, and IIfirstoffenders,1I who should be diverted 
"", 

into some fonn of corrective program and not prosecuted in the court sys-

'tem. The feasibil~ty tests appe~r to indicate that systematic differences 

of opi nions woul d emerge between court personnel and reta;] securi typer­

sonn~l.Administrationto a larger subject population would allow for 

statistical analysis of these differences. Numerous concrete suggestions 
, ;.:i,'( :\ 

for improvements in the court processing of shoplifting cases would be 

obtained. 

7.3 Results: Court Records 

Obtain'ing useful archival data frpm the courts is problematic. The 

court system, itsel f ~ mai ntainssof\1edispos1ti onal records. These data, 

howeVer, are not readily available in summary form, and, if obtained, 

would only pl')ovide gross dispositional distributions without any case or 
o 

offender- speci fi c .i r:lforma ti on. 

The states attorney has access to archd val of:fender records main­

tained by the state. This infonnation is presented/to the" judge for 

sentencing or determination of bond, and is not maintained for evaluation 

cif the court per se, nor is an archival evaluation of states attorney 

recordslike]yto be~,s~ful in a Phase II evaluation. Three factors lead 
I' 
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to this conclusion. First, many pertinent dispositional' Variables (e~g., 

plea bargain, presence of counsel) are not Jncluded in the offender records. 

Second, ~ccess to states attorneys' files containing shoplifting informa-
,~. 

tionwould HlVolve liter-ally sorting through thousands of offender histories 

with only small amounts of us~ful information in each. Finally serious 

invasion of privacy issues would need to be addressed. In sum, "neither 
c, 

court-maintained nor statesattorney"'maintained records ,on the disposition 

of shoplifting cases are likely to be cost effective archival data bases 

for a retrospective evaluation of Shoplifting Court. 

7.4 Summary and Conclusions 

Feasibility tests of court-related data primarily centered on the 

development and testing of a ,genel"ic questionnaire which investigated the 

court processing of shoplifting offenders a~d the adequacy of the Chicago 

Shoplifting, Court for dealing with shoplifters. Administration of the 

instrument to members of the court .and retail secu~;ity personnel is likely 

to illustrate consistent differences between these:groups in the perceived 
I 

effi cacyand theappropr~ate role of the court. ,All subjects agreed that 

theshoPlifti!~ng Court practice of group-docketing of shoplifting cases on 

specific court callS ,was an improvement over the ,rf:Jgular court processing 
I, 

of shoplifting cases. All feasibility test subjects r~c::o.nrnended continua-' 

tion of the special coUrt and adoption of Similar courts in other cities. 

Specific improvements in questi.onnaire deSign and administration 

have been suggested. In parti cul ar, any future assessment procedure shoul d 
... .;" 

inclUde questioning of court defendants. Because of the inadequacy and 
" 

problematic availability ofarthival data from which to evaluate'the courts, 
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a prospective research de~ign Wit~l;~etaileddata collectio~on individual 
. D 

. defendants and cases . would be suggested.' 
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, , 
During the last phase of this Phase Ia,ssessment, WesUnghou~e has 

" 
focused o~ developing and testingi,.the 'reasibj1Htyof clatacollection 

. •. .' '. '. .' . ,~ . n': , , ~::,' ,,~, ". '. ' 

lnstruments and procedures intended for use"ina Phase II 'assessment or 
:<1 

other futu~e research projects in this topic area." Thisprelimiri~rYWQrk 

is important given the pressing need for further research and evaluation 

\ in this to,pic area. 
() ',' Further research shouldbe~:0~du0ted becau,se of~ 

.- .;) f,! ',i' .. 

• The serious financial burdenplaced on American shoppers as 
a resylt,;'of the, theftprobl em. ' 

,~,>y;i,.;/. 

"'o"",The widespread use of costly anti-theftstf~tegies. 
• (J 

• The absente ofanyO~eliable and valid data concerning either 
the nature of the theftprobl em or the effect;,veness of anti-
theft strategies. , ' . 

~ . 
\, 

': !F'" The primary thrust of the feasibi'l ity wort< reported here was to 

develop and conduct preliminarY tests of some' new :meaS'IJrement strategjes 

that could be uSed to assess strategies and improve our understanding of 

the problem. Without b~tter measures of the extent of the tneftproblem, 

the retailcol11Tlunity willcolitinUe to have a limited ability to assess . ;f\' ';;. ': .' '() ',:::" ," . , ' , 'LC. 

the impact Of anti-t~eft strategies •.. Thus, improving the measurement of 

the theft probl em i s,an important fhst step,.and was the central focus 

o,f t~e ,feasibility study • 
j 

~After much consideration, it i~as concluded that the best approach 
.' 11 .. 

for condUcting preliminaryresearcn in this area is to use an:;intensive 
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site;..specific" ap,proach.This approach .calls for fe.asibility tests at 

only one or two sites so thattbe development and refinement of measures 
l' \1 . 

, and measuremen.t procedures can occur under relatively uniform conditions~ " 

allowing for monitoring and immediate feedback., 

T~e follo\l,;ng data spurces and methodologies were studied during the, 

field f~a,si bil ity tests: 
, C.l 

• Observations of customer behavior. 
r,-

• Stagings o~ shopli fting incidents. 

• Self:..reports by students. 

• Sh~.pper interviews. , ! 
• Existing retail records. Ii' 

" .~:, 

• Offender process ~~acing data. 

• eourt-related data. 

The ultimate qJest10n that ,was addressed in the field feasibil,ity 
, , 

tests was whether or not the propose<J measures ana methodologies (listed 

above) were practical and usefu1 for future evaluation/research. Thefeas-
~'l;,' .... :::;:::)-":' ~~I" 

ibility of the measurement plans was assessed primarily in terms of various 

implementation problems. However,the issues of cost, rel i ability, and val-

iditywere also dJscussed whe"never possible, to aid in the determini~tion 
'~, ': , Ii \~ 

of feasiBility. The feasibilfty'}esults are summarized below. ~, ' 

8.1 Al:(MeaSUring the,Shopfiftin g Rate 
) ~ 

[stab1 ishing factutal1y-based shop1 ifting and apprehension rates 

are crycial to the "eva1 uation of, anti-shoplifti'ng strategies. A si gni fi­

~ntfrt,ionof the fiei~ feasibility tests was devoted to t~e development 

and i,~~\Plementation of an experimental plan designed to estab1 i,sh such rates. 
\)1 
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A brief training progra!l1 WaS deve1qped and implemented to instruct 

inexpierienced observers. The program con$isted of lectures by experts in 
", Ii ,\. . 

the If ie1ds of retail security~ covert surveillance, field observat,ions, 
~ 0 -

and research methodology • Iri addition Simulations were(~onducted to pro-

vi,:,de the field st~Cff-with sllrvei11ance experience. 

Implementation of the measurement plan was conducted at a major 

,'etai1 department store in a large metropolitan area. During thfs ph~se 

of the study observers foll owed randomly assi gned shoppers throughout the 

store to detennine the percentage of customers who shopl i ft. Confederate 

shopli fters were employed in an attempt to p~ovi de a test of store security, 

a~ wen as the observers ability todetect"shoplifting incidents. 

The data resulting from t~~'observations and confederate shoplifter 

reports indicated that the measurement p1a:h is a .feasible instrument for 

fUrther eva1 uation of the shopli fting problem. However, there were cert~i n 

qualifications. Most notable of these is the labor and capital intensive 

nature of the design. Despite these qualifications the measurement plan 

that developed from this feasibility study should prove to be a valuable, 

t.oo1 for further research and evaluation of the shoplifting problem. 

Detection rates. The major check on the effectiveness of the field 

observations involved thecal culation ofa~'detection rate;" that is, an 

.'.-

estimate of the. proportio,\ of actual shopli ftings detected by the observers. 

In order to provide SUch an estimate, the observation teams were perfod­

icallyassigned a confederate who wou1ds.hoplift while in the store •. The 

field staff was successful in identifying between 29 and 54 percent of all 

staged shoplifting incident~ which occurred in their presence~ t~e estima.te 
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'depended, upon how certain they were th'at a shoplifting occurred. 

Shoplifting rates. One of the prin~ipalgoah of this p,hase <of the 

feasi bility study was to determine whether fiel d observations were a viabl e 

methodology for qssessing the ~agnitude of the shoplifting problem within 

a gi~en stpre. One measu;e of this problem would be the shoplifting rate; 

that is, the proportion of people who shoplift duri~g their visit to a 

given store. The field observations provide an estimate of this rate for 

the cooperating store. 

The "most conse,rvativel~ estimate showed that around three percent 

of the 223 shoppers~reObserved engaging tn s<,lme fQrm of shoplifting. 

If the more uncertain de:signations of "highly proJ)able" i'tm;l:=.~~possible", 

categories are added, the resulting figures are 3.6 and 5.4 percent, 

respectively. Given the tentative nature of the "possi bl ell category, it 

==mi'9~ be suggested,that the 3,~,6 percent figure 'is the !I1ostreasonable 

ObS~)at~.~ That it~ the field staff identified, with some certainty, 

incidents, ofshopl ifting in 3.6 percent ,of the customers follow,d. 

(( .1, Adjusted shoplifting r~~s. Depending on the estimates, ~the field 
\\ ",:J " " 'I 

r~:E§~taff detected between 29 and 54 pe'rcent~f the "known inciden;:tL" The 
" 

~bove fi gures can be employed to cal culate an "adjusted ShOP1.~i;fting rate;" 
, "~ "I' 

th~t is, an estimate which takes the unreliability of th;obse~"vati\lonS 
. " 

under consideration. Adjusting for this leyelof unreliability inditFates 

that the actual shoplifting ratEf'based,?nll"on the cases identified as 
!' ~;;:j~>!'\~i;} l,. , ' 

"certain" may have been as high as 9.2 percent. Similarly, if those cases 

identified as "highly probabl~~~ are included,th~ adjusted shoplifting rate 

wouldb~ 7.8 percent. As was discussed above, this figure represents what 
(l 
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f) 

may 'be terms the most reasonable estimate. That is, given the appr~,priate 
n 

1 evel of caution, it may';'be estimated, 'that approximttte1)' 7.8 percent of 

the customers entering the store shoplifted during their viSit. 

In sum, the development and implementation of this new observation-
-:;...', ,) ~ ;,;-/;';. , 

al methodology must be c~nsidered a qualified success. Small-scale 

implementation na"s shown that the numerous tactical compl ications inherent 

·in stagW.g such a study can be successfully deal t wjth. On the other hand, 

the low detection rate of staged snopliftings, and the small" total popula-

tion of subjects did not allow substantial assessment of the collected data, 

Clearly~ more work is needed in the area before the methodology can be 

conel usiVely queli fied as successful and pragmatic. 

8.2 Utilization of Exi sting Retai 1 Records 

The feasibility of employing existing retail records for social 

scientific purposes was examined. Inventory shrinkage figures were 

obtained from two retailers and were analyzed previously, but an in­

complete design, and the compos'ite nature of such figures precluded any 

firm conclusions about the impact of the selected programs. In addition, 

apprehension"data were also obtained, however, one'set of data contained 

only s~tfunary figures for four data point~ while crucial data had been 

deleted from the other~ In general, these are "problems which are typical 

of attempts to analyze existing data, but are magnified in this area. A 

useful approach to study of this topic would appear to be in the area of 

develo.ping standardized means of'collecting data ,which may serve both 

'business a'nd scientific needs. In this sense retailers and social scientists 

must work closely to develop and.,irnprove both data collection and analy~is 

techniques. 
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8.3 ',' Shopl ifting and Employee Theft Questionnaires 

Two sel f-reportquestionna·ires were developed- ... one designed to measure 
. . 

shopli fti~g behavior among hi gh schQQl students and the other desi gr'led to 

measure theft' behavior among retail employees. Each instrument was a,dminis-

tered to nine respondents to test its/ fe'lsibility for future research and 

eval uation. Overa.l1, the feasi bil ity tests suggest that the sel f-report 

instruments ar.e workable and may be advantageous for future work if certain 

modifications are introduced. 
. " 

The student shopl i fting questionnaire was not only constructed to 

measure a variety of shoplifting 'behaviors, but also to address a number of 

causal factors that may either facilitate or inhibit the act of shoplifting. 

Emphasi s was given to students' thought processes as theY,affect the deci sion 

to shoplift or not. The feasibility results indicate that students had 
~-'~\,;-,. 

little difficulty understanding or answering the questions. Several recom­

mendations were made concerning modifications in item wording, but no major 

revi sions are cOllsi dered necessary. . ... 

Both the shoplifting and employee theft instruments have relatively 

unknown reliability and validity. In general, self-report data should be 

cautiously interpreted because respondents often misremember events, fail 

to know the real reasons for their behavior, and sometimes give biased or 

fal se answers to produce a positive, socially. ~esirabl e sel f-presentation. 

The employee theft questionnaire goes beyond previous research by 

offering a wider variety of theft questions including variation's in the 

amount of theft, as well as variations in the type of thefts. Unlike the 
t ,,'--

shoplifting inst~ument, the questto~s are restricted,to measuring the extent 
«' . . 

and type of employee theft and do not extend into.'t'he hypothesized correlates 
'·Si," ,I l' 
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of theft (with tbe exception of demographic data). The feasibility results' 

were generally encouraging. Employee respondents were able to answer most 

questions: without any difficulty. 

Finally, it should be noted that the employee theft questionnaire 

could be relatively expensive to administe.r and may face oPPosition from' 

certain groups. For example, the procedures required to ensure a 'high return 

rate with a mail questionnaire and a representative sample can be costly. 

In addition, employee unions may be opposed to such investiga~ions. None­

theless, these potential obstacles have been successfully dealt with in 

past research. 

8.4 Customer Interviews 

A brief interview was designed to assess shoppers' awareness of anti­

shoplifting techniques and devices utilized in a retail store. In addition, 

an attempt was made to determine how easy shoppers thought it was to shop­

lift and how many shoplifters got caught. This pilot interview was conduct­

ed with nine randomly selected respondents. The interviews were generally 

successful in that all respondents completed the interviews without break­

ing off. However, two problems were noted. First, too many of the questions 

resulted in the respondents answering "don't know," which appeared to lower 

their interest in the interview. SeC(Hldly, some r.~spondents were concerned 

that the interviewer was accusing them of shoplifting. We see these as 

relatively minor problems which could be resolved in future interviews. We 

also conclude that shopper perceptions can easily be tapped in interviews 

like the one utilized. 
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8.5 Offender Process Trati rig 

Interviews with apprehended shoplifters. Apprehended shoplifters 

were requested to retrace their steps through the store and talk aloud 

about what they ~aw', thought about, and did. Because of low rates of 

\1\ apprehension, only blO shoplifters were contacte& in two days. ~1inimal 
~(\.. 

\~\ cooperation was obtained from' both of these subjects. 
~ 

This approach would only be practical if a high rate of apprehension 

existed in a store or if several near~y stores wer.e cooperating with an 

interviewer wt:o could go wherever therewer:e apprehensions. In addition, 

subjects will probably only cooperate if given some advantage as a result, 

such as guarantee of no prosecution. This produces attendant ethical ques­

tions, but they are probably resolvable. There is no way to guarantee 

truthful reports in this situation, where the subject is, c~ncerned about , 

the consequences of ille,gal acts. It may be impossible to get truthful 

reports except in unusual instances. In all, this method is difficult, 

time consuming, and unlikely t~ yield results worth the effort. 

~Interviews with experts and nonshoplifters. Expert shop'lifters 
~ ." . 

(self-report of six or more incidents in past year) arid nonshoplifters 

were asked to walk through a store on a typical shopping trip. One-half of 
:) 

each type were asked to formulate an intention to shopl ift before entering 

the store. 

Statements about shopl i fting sU9gest an orderly process 0'0( interest 

in an item, a decision for some persons not to pay an unfair prtce, an eva­

luation of shoplifting strategies, 'a check on stot'e personnel nearby, and, 

a final decision to shoplift. Nonshoplifters seem to be motivated not to 
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shoplift because they will be seen and embarrassed, and their socializa­

tion regarding moral beliefs about theft. Experiencedshopliftersappear 

to be more strategic, with store personnel the most obvious deterr, ent, , tf " 
along with the ease of physically removing the item. 

The insights illustrated in this pilot data strongly suggest that 

this method is feasible, and capable of producing new and useful data 
= , ' 

regardingshopl i fter thoughts and behaviors. A study with a larg{; number 

of subjects, inclusion of a. broad variety of shoplifters solicited in a 

ivariety of ways (including from the store files or court records), and a 

broad and systematic sample of stores would seem to be a worthwhile possi­

bility for increasing our understanding of shoplifting and capacity to 

Control it. 

l3.6 Eval uation of Shopl ifting Court 

Feasi bil ity tests of court-rel ated data primarily centered on the 

development and testing of a generic questionnair~ which investigated the 

court processing of shoplifting offenders and the adequacy of the Chicago 

Shoplifting Court for dealing with shoplifters. Administration of the 

instrument to a larger number of court and retail security personnel is 

likely to illustrate consistent differences between these groups in the 

perceived efficacy and the appropriate role olf the court. All subjects 

agreed that the Shopliftin.g Court was an impr'ovement over the regu1ar court 

processing of shopl i fting cases. All feasi bility test subjects recommended 

continuation of the special court and adoption of similar courts in other 

cities. 
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,JErELD STAFF TRAINING PROGRAf.1 
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Field Staff TrainingPrograrn 

;:) \) 

In compliance with\'~the proposed measurement design a training course '1-
was developed and implemented: The training course consisted of six hours Of'., 
formal class room presentations; two hours of simulated surveillance exercise$; _ 
and approximately four hours of debriefing, feedback, and disCI~ssion sessions. ~)jt 
The formal classroom training consis'ted of the following: I.' , ~.~;..=~--:."".~9c.-'~ 

r 

(\ 

"Introductory and background lecture. 

, A presentation by two retail security directors covering shoplift ... 
ing techniques. 

.. A presentation by a special agent of the FBI concerning covert 
foot surveil1 ance,. 

I A 'lecture by a social scienttst on data collection and note-taking 
in the field • 

\;\ 

, Amovi? illustrating ShOPlifting techniques. 

• 'A'summary lecture reviewingperti'nent topics and relating them to' 
the observational methodology. ' 

Each uf these is discussed in turn. 

:? 

Intr:oductory lecture. The introdl!ctory'lecture provided a cursory out­
line of the experimental desigh and implementation process of the observational 
methodology. ' The role and obligations of the observers was also reviewed. The 
lecture was pres~nted by a ,consultant to the Westinghouse Evaluation Institute. 

Retail' secuHty directors. The 'two retail security directors we~e from 
a large chain of retail department stores ina major metropolitan area. Both . 
directors had extel1sive knowledge and background in the field of retail security. 

The two security~directors presented a 25-minute lecture and demonstra­
tion. This 'was fo1l9wed by a l5-mihute question and answer period. The entire 
presentation revolved arouhd a basic premise~\ Every person entering a store 
is a potential shoplifter. This theme Was re'peated throughout the presentation, 
as well as the question and answer periodtha\t followed." The students were told 
repeatedly not to judge the customers (subject.s) by thei r ,appearance, manners, 
or dress •. 

In addition to this warning, various sho~~liftin9 techniques were demon,stra­
ted and discussed. These included "crotch-booslting" {which was demonstrated), 
"palming," Using booster devices such as "boos:t.er~bloomers ," "booster-hooks ,II 
and,:"booster boxes" (which was demonstrated).!\ c ' 

II 
,. Finally, some !'tips" for spotting shoplif:~ers were also cited. These 
i ncl uded to watch hands and, eyes. (The eyes wi:P move but the head wi,·:n not, 
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while the hands steal the merchandise); loose fitting or oversized clothing 
(the extra bulk may be used to conceal merchandise); close conversation (it 
is,often the mark of corroborative shoplifters); aimless walking (it may be a 
potential shoplifter checking for merchandise, sales personnel, or opportuni­
ties); people moving into blind spots or areas where they cannot easily be 
seen (they may be in these areas to use the privacy to conceal merchandise). 

The question and answer period which followed the presentation consisted, 
for the most part, of topics irrelevant to the actual intended topic of the 
training session. The questions dealt primarily with processing of apprehended 
suspects, shrinkage rates, apprehension rates, and problems involved-in store 
apprehensions. 

, Special agent of the FBI. A special agent of the FBI presented a 40-
minute program oriented toward conducting covert surveillance. While the 
majority of the presentation was confined to foot surveillance, by either 
teams or single observers, he also touched on a variety of related subjects. 
These subjects included mobile surveillance by auto, electronic surveillance 

,aids, preparation for surveillance, and some general tips. The verbal presen­
"'/l.lation was accompanied by a slide show of 54 color slides. 

A number of topics in the presentation proved re1evant to the feasibility 
study: ". 

• Clothing. The observers should dress in a manner that allows them 
to be unobtrusive and to blend with the surroundings. The observers 
should not wear clothes that make them stand out from those people 
around them. 

• Identification. Always carry proper forms of identification in case 
of emergency. 

• Area of surveillance. Have all needed materials ready in advance of 
the time of surveillance, i.e., tape recorders, notebooks, credit 
cards, disguises, etc. 

• Signals. Work out hand signals in advance of surveil1ahce. 

• Note taking. Use natural opportunities to take notes while the sub­
ject is involved with something or while the surveillance partner is 
closest to the subject. 

• Jearn surveillance. Work in teams of two ot' more when possible. 
Thi sallows for changi ng tai 1 sin an attempt to remai n undetl:cted by 
the subject. \ 

\\ 

\ 

Social scientist. A faculty member of the North\'Iestern University Medical 
School presented a lecture on field observations and data transcription nlethods. 
The talk was targeted at providing the field staff with a general backgrotmd in 
the topic areas and to provide them with a number of possible a1ternative\methods 
of data collection. 
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By wa.y of introduction, the need for systematic data collection was 
st~"essed, since systematic collection allows for comparisons. 

The theoretical social roles for field work was then covered. This 
continuum. moves from the participant as complete observer to complete partici­
pant. ThlS scale also corresponds to varying levels of subjectivity, Y'anging 
from a position of complete objectivity (complete observer) to the position of 
complete subjectivity (complete participant). This sel"ved as an illustration 
of the need for field workers to maintain as objective a position as possible 
when collecting data in the field. 

Complete objectivity, however, is impossible. The desian of the study, 
as well as the ~raining of the observer ("i.e., sociology, psychology, anthro­
po1~gy) ens~re lnherent biases. It ~as suggested that all observers apppoach 
thelr work In such a way that all IIglvenS" be looked at as problematic in 
nature. It was stressed that II nothi n9 is to be taken for grantl~d. II 

it was also stressed that there is no IIsetll method of obser'vationa1 data 
collection. Every method must ultimately remain dynamic: Subject to change 
and transformation as the situation or design demands. 

The second half of the presentation covered means of data transcription. 
The four cited methods include recording, detailed notes, short notes and 
memory. The positive and negative aspects of each method were discus,~ed. It 
was con~luded.that short notes, IIf1ags,I' taken during the observation and writ­
ten up 1n a flnal form at a later time may be the most pragmatic and'unootrusive 
method of transcription. However, this method is dependent upon the development 
of recall skills. 

The presentation concluded with a review for constructing the final product 
of fi el d notes. 

.!.n.structional film. A l6-minute training film, entitled, IISticky Fingers,1I 
w~s shown ~o the class. The film, supplied by a local retail merchant's security 
d1rector, 1S commonly used to assist in the training of store security and sales 
personnel. 

The.training.fi1m ~howed examples of common techniques used by shoplifters. 
The techm ques reVl ewed 1 ncl uded the use of booster devi ces, such as IIbooster 
b1oomers~1I IIbooster boxes,1I "booster bags," IIbooster coats," and "booster belts." 
Also rev1ewed were palming techniques, ways to distract sales personnel II crotch 
boosting," concea1in~J garments while in fitting rooms, and price-tag s\.rftch'jng. 

The training movie also demonstrated the application of closed-circuit 
t~leyision and electronic article surveillance technology in combating shop-l1ft1ng. , 

Fi nally, the fi 1m stressed that every customer is a potential sh'ool i fter 
and that the best deterrent to shoplifting is through the app11cation of Qood 
basic sales practices. ~ 
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Summary lecture. A member of the Westinghouse Evaluation Institute staff 
presented a discussion of the data transcription techniques considered for the 
study, background information on recent findings on shoplifting and employee 
theft, problems in measuring employee theft and shopHfting, background on the 
experimental design for the feasibility study, and some experiences in obser­
ving shoplifting. 

Simulated surveillance exercise. The training session consisted of a 
practice drill designed to provide the student observers with experience in 
covert surveillance. This was followed by a general discussion of suggestions 
to make the surveil 'lance easier, less obvious, and resolve problems the students 
encountered in the practice session. The class was divided in half, according 
to the divisions already arranged for daily attendance in the feasibility study. 
The individual students were paired with partners to form observation teams. 
These teams are also the arrangement intended for use in the field work and the 
partners assigned were, in most cases, the teams to be used in the study. The 
observation teams were then discretely assigned to a subject whom they were in­
structed to follow. as discretely as possible, and to note their behavior. The 
students acting as subjects were instructed to walk across campus to the student 
center, and then to meet at the entrance to the building. When the time period 
for the observations had transpired, the students all met at the student center 
~ntrance. At that time, their roles were reversed: The subjects were assigned 
to observation teams and the observ~rs became the subjects. An identical observa­
tion procedure was conducted after which the students returned to the classroom. 
The same procedure was then conducted by the second half of the class. 

In addition to the field exercise, topics were discussed that were directly 
applicable to the observations. The topics included self-confidence on the part 
of the observer; signals as a means of nonverbal communication for observation 
teams; cover stories, dressing to blend into the crowd; procedures for dressing 
rooms, elevators, washrooms, and losing subjects; note-taking; and ethical res­
ponsibilities. The discussion was augmented by class discussion of the problems 
they encountered in the practice exercise. 

In addition to the formal training, the field activities of the staff were 
monitored while conducting observations. This provided a source of continual 
feedback to the staff that was oriented toward solving tactical problems relative 
to specific observers. During the impTementation of the feasibility study, one 
hour each week was also spent debriefing the field staff, discussion various 
p'roblems, and formulating potential solutions to these complications. In total, 
the training process consisted of approximately 12 hours of formal and informal 
instruction. 

The combination of specific instruction and weekly debriefings created a 
dynamic interplay between the field staff and supervisory personnel that effected 
implementation of the stu~. The feedback from observers assisted in tailoring 
and refi ni ng the procedural and tacti ca'i aspects of the study. As a resul t of 
this dynamic interplay, modifications were instituted which improved a number of 
aspects of the observational methodology. 
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Observer Field Notes 
SET Feasibility Study, 

Na~:~' ____ --~0~--~"~~----------~~----------~---. 
Team Number:..."..-______ ....:....--_.:..-.-:...--__ -------

Observation Date: .. _______ ------~..;~-~-:---
,., J ,:~I 

Time Subject Entered" Store: __ -.,...:..---------;:-------­
'~J.i 

Time Subject Exited Store: ... ,..... .. _-------...::..-~--------:-

Subject Number:_. __ -------:'----------~-7 () 

A.Genera1 Demographics 

'J 1. S x e : ______ -------

2. Age: __ ---------

3. Race: ___ -.:...-_-----......;...-

4. Shopping alone/in pair/in group: _____ ------------

5. Dress : ______ --.----

6. Outstandi ngcharacteri sti cs : ____ ~;-------------

~ 

B. Movement Through Store (, 

. 100 

Floor Department Time in Dept. Merchandise Handled ~ Value 

\\ 

.~--~.---...----~.~------~-.,.-. ,.-\'~~-~~~-~~-~---........-~ -1, 
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Observer Field Notes 
SET Feasibility Study 
Page 2 

\ 
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V 

c. Subject Behaviors 

i' ~ Hand moVements: 
-------------------~----~----------------

2. Head movements : ____ ~ _______ ~ _______ ------

3. Interaction with sales personnel : ________ -------

4. Interaction with shopping partner: ___________ ----
--=::-' 

~-.4~~ 
(r~!I 

----~~---------------------------.. ~. -------------
5. Shop1iftings: 

«; 

a. Witnessed concealment and exit from st;bre (explain): f ------

b. Possible shop1 i fting. 
(explain) . 

1 I. 
if 
il 

No visual ve(fif'ication of concea1mE;!nt 

(f 
c. No shop1 ifting (explain) : ...... _---,.i--_______ --,'"'-.L· ___ ___ 

II 
f 

{;' 

-----------------~--~-.~. --------------------/i 

6. Outstanding behavior: __ ......... ~--{l;..-----------------

(/ 

t 

I 
/I 

., 
iI 

(! 

! 
! 

. 1 01 

o 

D. Observer's Impressions: G~heral review of notable characteristics, be­
haviors, and observations of i:11terest. Any unique insights concerning the 
subjects surveilled. . 

--------------~~---------------------~-------~,~---
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CONFEDERATE DATA SCHEDULE 
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con~eder;teField Notes 

SET FeasibiHty S,tudy . i/ . 

II 

. Time Entered Store: ____ -,-......-.,.....,..,.-_'-_---.-~~-----~~ 

Time Ex i ted Store :--.-..,..-.-;..._~ ____ --.,.-----'_----<.,,~---------.. ~ : 

A. General" Demographics r;!<e> ;.,;..;;.......--=;.;;;,;--..;.....;;..;-.---.......... --....--. 

Sex.: a 
----~~.--~~~----~----

',:'" 
2. Age :--.-_ ___._.-;...,___.......-------'-----""-

3. 
" '.' 

\) 

4. Shopping alone/in pair/in group:_..--__ ..;,,;;..-______ ........... --------

5. Dress: __________ ~ ________ ___ 

B. Movement Through' Store 
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D Floor, Department Time in Dept. Merchandise Handled $ Value 

o 
o 
o 
o 

Q 

o 

, ---...... .-

...... -'------

o 

" - ..... -.--...,.....-;..~\_-

C. Confederate Behaviors 

1. Hanc:!' movements :_~_---___ ...:..--~~::-_-__:_ ....... __:_----__:_--.--
,:~; 

2. Head movements : __ .....;.._..-;.--:-_________ .:,;..... ___ ~ ....... -(;-__:_--i 

/...;.. _____ ...... _"--________ ...... ..-;._ ...... ...,...-,.; . ..; .. '1:.\'-: ';;;.''1::.,1 _...,...------...,...--.,..;..-...... 

~.---.---­,. 
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Confederate Field Not~s 
SET' Feasibil ity Study. 
Page 2 " \, 

o 

3 . Interaction with sales personnel : _____ .....:;.;... _______ .....,,--

4. Interaction with shopping partner: ____ ----.--_---~ 
\{ 

,5. Shoplifting. 
lij 

o 
a. M~rchandise shopl ifted:...;:.;.. __ -~_-_ __:_----:__--

1/ 

b. Dollar vaJueof merchandise:--..;:.._.....; __ --:-_______ _ 

c. Method of concea lment ;~."..-__ --:-..;..;...--------------

ct. Particular problems:......"....:.-_______ --:-___ ..;..;... __ 

o 

D.Impressions: General\? review of notable, occurrences, behaviors, etc. 
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.WhatJol1owsisa complE!teJi$ting efall merchandi.se shoplifted by our 
" ' .. .' :,"~ ';':t.'f:.:r:!' 

confederate~durin9. the implementation phase. of the feasibility study. The 
~ '/1 

merchandise is rankedaccOrdingto"its retail dollar value from least 
, " ' e: \\,., 

' ... ,:, . " . 
,e,,~pens i 'Ie to 'mos t . eXPens i ve. 

~ .' Item 
';. ~1 

.. ,~ 

Mira~le-Gro Plant Food 
;'.' , 

StoffedAn i'mal 

. Mittens' 

Picture Frame' 
" . IJ 

. Pi cture and Frame 
, '~ 

Mittens 

Curtain Ties. 

Doll 

Men's'ii.e 

Sport Shorts 

. Men's'Gl0ves 

Trip Bpok· 

Crystal Ball 

(:;1 Men"s Bel t . 
'''-l . 

'TeddyBea~ 

WOI11en's.Gloves 

. () 

Ii' 

14 Kt. Gold. Neck1ace"& Earring Set 

Spprt Shorts Ii 

Letter Opener 

. Figurine 

Skirt 

o 

" 
Price ..,..--

$ 1.89 

~.OO 

3.59 

5.75 

5.99 

6.85 

7.25 

7.50 

il 

I~ 
9.99 

11.50 ' .' 

12.95 

~'-'~13.00 

13.00 

)14.99 
15.99 

" 16".00 
',. 

. 16.00 

... 21·95 

22.00 

quantity 

1 

'1 

l' pair 

1 

1 

·,1 pair 

1 set 

1 

1 

1 

'1 parr 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 pair 

2 sets 

·o .... ;l~~ .. 

1 

" 1 

1 

.(, 

,,' 

II 

.'" .. 

o 
o 
,0 
[] 

o 
u 
[J 
~O 

o 
fJ 
n 
fJ 

o 
o 

',i 0 

n 
",:,,0 

o 

" 

(. 

-:.;;..: .. :;;:;::~:::";,,,-~.. .,:::.; •. -., . ··..:..· .. ~·;;.~;;,,;;;;i~;.;.; .... ;-'·L..;.~::.~,,:,:;:;:::;;,;,~;~~=;;; .• _ "::"~-;:;:,:,~-:::::.;;.~~~:.:.:;; 

Women's Belt" 

.Procelail'l Bottle 

Men's Wallet 

Skirt.& Blouse 

, Framed Painting 

Backgammon Set n 
·u 
1) 

~t Satin Sheet 
" 

Framed Oil paititi~9 
\\ 

Purse 

Dress 

'~;..~ 

::.:. 

Wooden Bird w/Gold Head & Feet 

Bl~ck .& White Sony T.V. 
, 

Hand Painted, Porcelain Doll 
v 

,.\::;. 

''II 

Price 

$23.00 

25.00 

26.00 

28.00 

29.99 

';30.00 

40.00 

44.00 

49.99 

58.00 

100 .. 00 

179.99 

285."00 

I Ii 
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quantity 

1 

., 1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

n 
o· 

", 

'i, I 

J;. 
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This questionnaire 'is concerned with your experiences as a shopper in 
stores. SpecificallYt we are interested in what information p~ople use 
in deciding whether or not to shopli ft. Your resp~m$-:..~s are completely", 
anonymous and cannot be used against you in any way." '-DQ~ot put your 
name on. this questionnair,e •. ,Pl ease answer the questions 'a~~ccuratell;,~' 
as posslble'.' ',', '~J ' 

\"-. ~ <;::;;.!-~ 

First, we wO!Jl dli ke to ask a few questions about ypurbackground. 
" Please mark an X in the appropriate blank. 

1. What is your sex? '" '11' 
" ~ 

Male --.------ Female --
2.';" Whati·s your racial-ethnic background? 

American Indian -- Latino --
Asian -..;..----' Whi,te --

__ B, lack Other -- (Please specify) 

3. What is your rel igion? 

Ca'thol ic '--
__ Moslem II 

Protestant ----
, Jewish 

---"-

__ .Buddhi st 

_----'Atheist 

__ ~Other~~~~~ ________ ~ ______ ~ ___ 
(Please specify) 

4. What is your age (as of your last birthday)? 
.... ".:c. 

Years --
5. What is the highest grade or year of school that yo !,I have completed? 

6. What are your parent's occupations? 

__ ~ ________ ~~~~ __ ~ __ ~ ________ ~~-__ Father's job 

---...;.-_________________ '.'_.:,...;' Mother's job 

.,-~.~,~""':..,,1."'.:'.:.::........L.'''2'-'-, __ • _,·_-"""~'-'-"-'-"~"~1~· __ '--.!--'!-"--'-'-!-'----'--___ .l ___ _.::...._"_____ .. _" -._.~~ ... -_...L __ ----' , _'_:_' ,,_. "_"_' __ ~' 

U 
I A_ '_- ___ ~I' 
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Now we would like to ask a few questions regarding your shopping exper­
. iences. For each question, please mark an X in the appropriate blanks. 

8. Whil e shopping, have you ever thought about taking~n item without 
.\ paying--but you did not take it?'· 

_ ....--yes no __ 

If yes, please answer ·a, b,c, and d. 
\1, 

a. Why did you consider not paying for the \item? (Please mark an 
'X in the. appropriate blanks). 

~_Lack of money 

Exc; tement/Thri.ll -.-

"'- .. ____ P.eer ·pressure . 

__ Impulse 
" 

Resell items for money --

,Disgustedwjth increas- ' --...,,: 
ingprices 
Easy to do ---
Little risk of being 

--~cal~ght 
Little risk of being 

---pena 1 i zed 
Other --- -----------

~_Di sg'usted with ~3tOre personnel ________ ,~---__ _ 

Poor servi ce --' {Please'specify} 
., 

b. GQ back to ~and place a second 
sider.to be very important. 

X by those reasons \hat you con-

___ ':f.;:.:;p:r.~ 

c~<:c~eWhY di d you deci de not to take 
.... /7" 

the item without paying'l, 

Risk of being caug~t --' ~ 
\1 

_~Possi bl e penal ties' 

__ O.ther shoppers were ~\round 
" 

__ S.tore personnel were ~\.round 

__ Conscience/guilt 

Too self-consciou~ -----
Parental pressure against 

--s'hopl ; fting 
, .,iO·, 

Item was too difficul t ~o \, 
--take 1(, 

\ 
.\ 

Peer pressure against 
--shopl i rting 

Decided that I really 
--d i dn 't need the item 

Decided that I really 
--want the item. 

Noticed store devi.ces to. 
--detectshopl ifting 

Item was too difficult 
--'-to conceal 
~ __ Other~~ _________ _ 

.. 
\ 

, 

,. ' 

{Please specify} 

\ '" "" .- .. "".'" ~ .. "',,.. .. ",., ,.."., 
,0". ~"" ......... ".-~-"''''''''f ___ ''_-.. __ ~~~~~~.t,'" .. \.,~.«;;::.!.:~~:.':.''.:.!."" ... :·! .... _··.1.'"";.,.,....;.;:.;.: .. -: .... ,~:~.:. ''', ,.-.,,~_~$';I!:..;;u.. 
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d. G~ back to £. and mark a se9.(md X by .those reasons that ypu con­
s1d~r to be very important~ " 

.' 1;'-
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9. There a~e many ~hings thatdisc9~ra~ep~ople from taking items with­
o~t paYlng. WhlCh of the followlng actlons or devices do you think 
dl~courage yours~lf from potentially shoplifting? (Please mark an 
X 1 n theapproprl ate blanks). . 

_Providing good customer service __ Use of one-way mir~Qrs y 

_. _Main,tii1ning reasonable,.prices.· _Use of videotape cam<er~s· 
\( 

__ Having many store personnel 
visible . 

_Anti-shopl iftingposters 

__ Use of concave mirrors 

__ Checking items taken into 
dressing rooms 

__ Ri skof being caught 

__ Risk of being prosecuted 

_Risk of being convicted 

__ Sensitized t:ags on i~;~ms 
(which set Qff alarms),\ 

_Searching belr.mgings o·\~ per-
son '~ 

_Making items hard to re~10ve 
\1 
" __ Making items awkward to ',\ 

conceal 
_' _Anti-shoplifting campaigns,! 

_Reqding or hearing about 
other's bad experiences with 
shopl ifting I . 

__ Other ______ ---, __ -

{Please specify} 

10. Please go back to :que~tion .2. and place a second X by those factors 
that you consider to be very important. 

Now we would like to ask several questions regarding any past or 
present shopl i fti ng experienc:es. If you have never shopl i fted, 
please answer only the next question and return the questionnaire. 

11. Have you ever shoplifted? (Please mark X in the appt'opriate space.) 

_Yes _No (If no, please return the questionnaire .. 
answer the remaining questions.) 

Do not;",,~ 

'~ 
12. About how many times have you shoplifted? 

__ times .Il 

() 
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13. About hoW many times have <,You, shoplifted within the past yE!ar 
(March 1979-March 1980)? 

times 

14. Wha:t types. of items haveyo,~ usually taken while shoplifting? 

__ Major clothing 

__ Minor clothing 

Accessories (e.g.,socks, 
--belts, underwear) 

Automotive supplies' 
-- 0 

__ ' ~usic supplies 

Food 

Minor "necessities" 
-, -( e. g., too 1 s) 

MajQrlnecessities" 
---:-:-{i~.g., radio) ,J, 

__ Sporting goods ,. 

SchOol supplies 

112 

~ ~ Other ________ _ 

{Please specify} 

15. On the average, how many items have you taken each time you shop .. 
1; fted? 

items - ' 

16. 'What have been your major reason(s') for shoplifting? (Please mark 
an X in the appropriate spaces.) 

__ lack of money 

_Excitement/Thrill 

__ Peer pressure 

_Impulse 

_Resell items for money 

____ Poor service 

Di sgusted wi·th store personnel 

Disgusted with increasing 
--prices 

Easy to do 
--"Ci 

't\ittl e ri sk of .bei ng caught 
--II 

:1 
,I • 

little risk of belng 
-pl:nal ized 

Other I.~;""_·~_''''-~··",,~-.''-~ ____ __ 
--~~~ 

( Pl ease' speci fy) 

17. ,~. back up to question #16 and place a second X by those reasons 
, ,that you consider to be very important. 

, 
~ .' . 
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Now we would like to ask a few questionsabput your most recent shop­
lifting iJlcident.W~ would like to trace your actions throughout the 
tncident, so pl ease try to thi.nk back to, the incident and recall what 
you did and what you thought about,. 

18. When did your most recent shoplifting incident take place? 

_Past week 

Past month '-
Past six months - " 

(I 

1 year ago 

2 years ago 
,', 

_3 years ago 

4 ior more years ago 

19. What type of store have you shoplifted in the most,. (Check one 
i~ ~ach column.) 

Smal,l stores 

__ Medium"si ze stores 

_large stores 

_Food 

__ Drug 

_' _Department 

Other~r-==-____ \'..-::--c--__ 

( Please speci fy) 

20. At times when yOU have"shoplifted did you intend to do so before 
you entered the store? 

No 

If yes, please answer a 

a. I f you plan to shopl i ft before enteri ng the store, do you 
usually plan which items to take? 

_I had no idea which items to take, but figured that I would 
probably take items that "caught my eye. II 

I chose some items that I intended to ~hoplift, b~t fi gtl'red 
-that ther'e were other items' 1 would take while!! in the store. 

_I chose the s.pecificitems that I intended to shoplift. 
;:;:: 

~Other~,.~ ______ ~~ __ ~ ________________________ __ 

{Please specify} 
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21. What is the ~veragecost)f items you have. shoplifted? 

_._._.1 ess than $1. 

_. $1 to $5.' 

_$6 to $10. 

_$11 to $20. 

_$21 or more.' 

22. Specifically, which of the following concerns did you think about 
,) while Shoplifting? Please mark an X in any blank that applies. 

__ Val ue of the item 

__ Cost of the item 

__ Peer pressure against 
shoplifting 
How easy/hard to conceal 

--the item 
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__ How much you wanted the item 

How easy/hard it is to take .. 
-item 

Other persons shoplifting, 
--experi ences or methods 
__ Possible search of bags 
. or sel f 

__ How much money you have __ Presence of other peopl e 
<) ,\ 

Store' spol i.cy towards (~ __ Presence of store personnel 
--shoplifting 
__ Risk.of bei~,g caught ~presence of security guard 

_. _'Penalties, if you get caught _":_. Presence of concave mirrors 
,\:. 

__ Parental pressure against __ Presence of one-way mirrors 
shopli fting 

_._. Presence of vi deotape cameras _Other _________ _ 

Use of sensitized tags on 
-items (Please specify) 

'. 
23. Please go back to question #22 and place a second X by those fac-

tors that you consider to be very important. 

24. What percentage of your friends or classmates do you believe 
lift from stores? (check one) 

0% _._31 % to 40% 71% toBO% -- , 

_1% to 10% __ 41% to 50% __ 81% to 90% 
I) 

II 

_11% to 20% _51% to 60% __ . 91% to 100% 

_21% to 30% _61% to 70% 
c, 
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25. Do your friends or classtnates take things from stores.? (Check one) 
;;1 

mostbf the time 
~ ... 
_some 01l~ the time 

_almost rrever 

_never 

II 

26. H~.ve an; of your friends or classmates ever been caught shop-
l,fting. " 
-yes ~no 

27. Have any of your friends or ('classmates ever been arrested for 
shoplifting? '. 
-yes no D 

28~ Have you ever been caught shoplifting? 

-yes 

~29. Have you ever been arrested for shoplifting? 
-:-~~,/c 

-yes, ~no 

30. What ~o -¥ou think happens to people your age who get caught 
sh~pl'ft'ng? (check o~e) '" 

_.__warned and then released 

---.rel eased tf.)) custody of your parents 

_police are called, you are arrested and sent to court, not .", 
convicted. 

_convicted and fined. 

_convicted and sent to juvenile reform school 

_convi cted and sent to jail 

Thank yO'u very much for your coop,eratiofl;.; Again, we wish to remind 
you that your-answers are completely anonymous and can not in any 
way, be used against you. 

I) 

t",·~ ., 
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This questionnaire is part ofa rese~rch project on emplQ,Yee work 

activities in retallstores • This project is being, conducted by apri..'!' 
, '. . ~.~;~. 

vate research firm ,rather than any particul ar retail store or retail 

organi zation., 

'. il The purpose of this research 'i s to find out more about the ways 

that retail st~~s benefit :from:;;and'.1a;e trQm their employees., 'On - -----,-, , ' , I 

the one hand, it has been said, tha,t employees do ma'ny things beyond 0 

what is expected of them to help theiremp~'oyer, incl u~ing everything 

from taking a short lunch break to helping out a new e~ployee. 'On 
£J 

the other hand,itis believed that empl0.yees often take me,rchandise 

without paying for it or take cash without authorization,. 11 Today, 
' " ' ' .I' 

it is estimated that more than 50% of all em~loyees have taken some 
\., ,-

cash or merchandise from the store. Without a doubt, these practices 

are very popular among employees . 
. ' 11 , (' "";,p 

The problem is that no one knows for sure how, often or how much 

ofthi shappens nor does anyone know how often stores benefit from 

employee activities. 

questions and get at 
o 

This questionnaire is meant to answer these 
,y,II,1 

both 51 de~'of the pi ctare. 
~ , 

Some of the questions are sensitiv,e topics, but you can be as-

sured that y,O, ur a~sw, ersar, e,(comPlet, ely confid;nti,8l an, d~a,n,ho~ be 

us!'d against you 'n any wa.l<\ Federal ·l~w protects your ,dent,ty. You 

shoul,~ not put your· name "c~::j~dd~,~s an~~et;ronthis questionnaire. 

With this protection, you should feel free to give honest ~nswers. 

Any research project is useless ~f it contains false information. 

\'t 

~, ' 

o 

!Iii 
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Please answer the following questions as accurate1Yltas p?ssible. P1~ce 
an X in the box which ma~ches your anS\'1er. If y?u. check • YES t " please est1mate 
the-number of times you have engaged in that act1Vlty dUr1ng the past year.by 
placing a number in the far right box. If a question does not app:y to you 
(e •. g., cash register questions do not" ~pply to employees who work 1n the stock­
room); then mar.k N/A next to the quest10n. 

EXAMPLE 

If YES, A. Have you ever refused to help a 
customer because he or stle was 
being "pi ckylt or rude? " 

NO YES HOW MANY 

o ~1 'l
T$Er 

. , The above answer indi cates that you have refused to II he 1 p. a cus t?mer on three 
occasions over the past year. If you had answered NO, the thHd box on the 
right would remain blank. 

In the past year ••• NO YES 

, \, '.- , .\ "J 

1. Have you ever helped to train a new D"', D 
employee? . . D • 

2. Have you ever come to work when you 
fe 1 t ill and wanted to stay home? , 

3. Have you ever borrowed money from 
the cash register without 
authorization? 

4. Have you ever t~ken merchandise 
worth 5' dollars or, less without 
paying fori t? 

. 5 ..Have you ever spent .some of your 
own money on business expenses? 

.;;::3 , 

II 

6. Have you ever taken 5 dollars or 
1 ess from the ca§,h regi ster wi.th­
out~~thorization? 

7.. Have you ever'taken a shot"t lunch 
to he 1 p out on a bUSY day?' 

B. Have you ever taken merchan~ise 
. worth 6-20 dollars without/paying 
" for it? " 

o 
o 
o 

O' 

CI 

o 
O.~ 

DO 
Q.D 

If YES, 
HOW ~1ANY . 

TIMES? 

o 
r 
o 

o 
o 

o 
o 
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. NO YES 
If YES, 
HOW MANY 
, TIMES? 9. Have you ever not taken a break ... ' ~. 

so that one of your coworkers could D 
have a break?,; . , .' D·D 

10, Haye YOU ever taken 6 ... 20 dollars 
from the cash register without 
authorization? ' 

Dl=:J 0 
11. Haye you eyer tolerated an exces;.. 0···· ". D'· . 

sively rude customer? " o 
o 12. Have you ever given merchi,indise .0" '0' 

to. a friend or family member 
without charge? 

13. Have you ever done extra work to 
make up for a lazy Goworker? 

14. Have you ever underrung mer­
chandise for a friend or family 
member? 

1 B. Have you ever spent part of your 
lunch time or break doing "house­
keeping" in your section? 

16. Have you ever' used your discount 
privilege to buy thi.ngs for a 
fri end, fami liy member, or other 
employee? 

17. Have you ever gone Qut of your 
way to help ~ customer or co­
worker above and beyond what is 
expected of you? 

18. H~ve you ever damaged merchandise 
-in order to obtain a markdown? 

19. Have you ever gone out of your way 
to help your superv~i SOl' above and 
beyond what i s expe~~t~d of you? 

.... ~-J 

20. Have YQU ever taken merchandise 
worth more than 20 dollars without 
payi n9 for it? . 

21. Have you eve~ taken more than 20 
dollars from the cash register 
without authorization? 

DOD 
DDD 

, " 

DOD 

DOD 

,DO o 

[JD,CI 
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22. Have you eVer reported a customer 
for attempting to take store mer­
chandise without paying for it? 

II 

'23. Have you, ever, overcharged!a cus-
(C ? tomerand kept the extra,. 

24. Have you ever said positiVe things 
(~", about ~he store ·to customers? 

25. Have you ever short.,.changed a, 
customer and kept the remainder? 

26. 'Have you ~ver dressed up to please 
customers? 

27. Have you ever rung up less than 
the price of an~ftem a~d kept 
the extra? 

28. Have you ever worked a little 
extra time without extra pay? 

, 29. Have you ever falsified a cash 
, refund? 

" . r~' ... ~ 

Jhenext fewdu'el ti ons concern other employees. 

30. Not counting yourself, do you know 
anyone who has taken merchandise 
without paying for, it? 

31. If YES on #30: how many people do you 
know who have taken merchandise in 
the last year? people 

" 32. Not counting yoursel,f, do yo,u know 
anyone who has takef. maQney from the 
cash register without authorization? 

33. If YES on #32: how many people do you 
~now who have taken money from the cash 
rlegister without authorization? 

___ people 

If YES, 
NO YES How Many 

, Times? 

DDD 
DDD 
DOD 
OD CI 
ODCI 
ODCI . 

DDCI 
DDCI 

00 

00 

·120 

Finally, we would like to ask you some questions about yourself. These questions 
will help us to learn how different groups of people feel about their work. 
Please place an X in the appropriate blank • 

;'34. What is your sex? 

----- Female Male '," ---
,) 
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35. for ':statistical 
you~el~ng to. 
.... \(Black 

purposes, we would like to know what racial group 

'. -:;;-:-:-r Wh i te 
.. , . ' " Other (speci fy) 
• ~:.'- • - ,-. • ~-;; .'; • eo ... • • • , 

.. , , ,. '~ Hispanic Refuse --.... 
36. What iis the highest level of formal education you have completed? 

. \\Grade ·schoo1 graauate or less. . 
-'--~·~~ome high school, but no diploma. 

~igh school graduate. 
-..,..~- Vocational, technical or industrial ~chool degree. 
~.,----_ C\omm~nity or junior college degree. 
~:--_ S;Pme college, but no degree. 

College graduate. 
, -:-. --:-: .. - S~\me graduate school" but nQadvanced degree. 

--.-__ Gr;~duate or professional degree. 

37. Approxima'tely how old are you? 
15~20 41-45 

-,--- 21~~25 46-50 
26~30 51-55 

-- 31-,35 56-60 
36-40 61-65 

--- 66 or older 

Thank you very much f()r your cooperation. Again, we wish to remind you 
that your 'answers a::re completely anonymous and can not in any way be used 
against you. 
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'Interviewer " 

,iShopper Interview 
II 

. Date 
~~~----------~----~- ----~~------~ 

Time Stor.e, __ ~_~ ___ ~ _____ ..:..-...,.. __ ---
----------~~~ 

,Excuse me., we' are condUcting a brief survey of'· shopp~rs .We feel it is 
I.) 

". 

important to get feedback from st.ore customers about q.mportant aspects of 

I just have a £ew questions to ask you. 
,~, 

store operation. It will take 

justa few minutes. 

1.. How often do you shop in this stot:e? 
------------------~-------

2. About how much time do you spend in the ~~'tore when you shop (in 
minutes) 

------------------------
I am goi,ng to as.k you some questions which may require you to provide an 

answer from this card . (hand card). This card illustrates the answers wh:fch - . . . , 0 

range from extremely to not at all. If you don't know or c\F't give an 

answer, please tell me. 

3. How pleasant'is it to shop in this store? 

Extremely __ Moderately_ A Little_ Not at All Don't Know 

4. Do you have a store charge card? Yes No 

I now would like to ask your opinion about store security. I}- • 

S. How severe a,problem do yo~ th:ink shoplifting is. in this store? 
.-. -

Extremely~ Moderately_ A Little_ Not at All_ Don't Know __ .J\ 
6 •. HoW easy d~ you think it is to shoplift in this store? 

Extre1l1ely_ Mqderately_ A Little____. Not at All_ Don't Know ___ 

,I) . 

7. How much more difficulty does store security l11t:lk~ it to shop in this store? 

Extremely Moderately A Li ttJe Not at All . O~m' t Know 
- '.. - .- -> ..... -~.-- -. 

Q ~ . 

8. Of 100 pe6pl~who enter tli'is store ,how many" do you t~I:~J< shoplift while 
'--'-here?'"' ... ' . ~'" 
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9. D9 you think ,there is too much security, the right amount, or too little 
security in this store? (Circle answer.) 

10. Of'''lOO people who shoplift in'this store, how many do you think gttt 
caught? ~ ________ ~ ________________ __ 

11. How{,good!l job do you think store security does in dealing with 
shoplifting? 

Extremely Moderately c A Little Not at AU Don't Know - .~ --
\\ {,."-

12. I am going to name some security measures that a store might use. I 
would 1:ike you to te11 lIle whether you have seen them in this store by 
answering YES if you have noticed them and NO if you have not. If you 
don't know what the device is; please ask me, to clarify. 

Uniformed security 
Plainclothes security 
Concave mirrors 

. Anti-shoplifting posters 
Checking of item taken 

into dressing room 
One-way mirrors 
TV cameras 
Tags on items which set off 

alarms 
Location of sensors 

'Yes No 

Are there any other, comments that you would like to make conberning store 

security or shoplifting'? 

Thank 'yo~ for your cooperation. 

Sex 

Race 

Age: 

',' 

American "'Indian 
Asian 

51 .. 60 
61:-70---

By Observation 

Black 
Latino 

1\ 

Other 
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" Date __ ---., _____ '_' ""--___ _ 
,! 

\1.;: 
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Respondent _....-----------____ ...---
fL .. 

Position ______ --

Te'lephone # ----.:.....,...---~-----_;dTc'.,..--

Interviewer ____ --:..~....,... __ ------

Jntroduction 

.He110. This is (interviewer) from the WestinghQuse Evaluation Institute 
c" 

in Evanston. Weare conducting ~ national assessment of shoplifti,ng and employee 

theft programs. The research project is sponsored by the National Institute of 

Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice., Theshciplifting cour't in Chicago is of 

special interest to this project. As~'(position), we are particularly interested 

in your opiniogs,and I was wonde~ing if I might have about five minutes of your 

time to ask yo'u some questions about it? 

NO ••.•• I I d be happy to call you back (come back) at some other time if 

it would be more convenience for you. We are very inte~esited in 

your opinions. 

MAYBE-.Is there a particular time that I can call you back (come back) 

when it would be most convenient for you? 

- - - - - - -,-

';' YES .••• " 

1. First, I ld like to ask YOOU a few questions about the handling of shoplifters 

11 nthe courts. Do you thi nk that court deci s ions .•. 

1. almost never deter shoplifting? 

2 .. occasionally J~et~~')shopliftiD9? 
p--.j'" '.IIY, :-"-' 

3. frequently deter shoplifting? 
" 
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4. almost ah'lays deter shoplifting? 'J 

5. not sure. 

2. What about individual shoplifters who have been caughtandcorYvicted? Do· 
"" you think that court decisions •• ; 

1. almost always deter them from further shoplifting? 

2. occasionally deter them from further shop1iftin~} 

3/ frequently deter them .from further shoplifting? 

4. almost always deter, them from further shoplifting? 

5. Not sure . 

3. In your opinion, are court deCisions in ~hoplifting cases too lenient, 

about right, or too severe? 

1. too lenient 

2. about right 

3. too severe 

4. Do you think that more severe sentences in the courts would greatly reduce 

shoplifting? 

1. yes 

2. no 

3. not sure 

5. Roughly what percentage of defendants in shoplifting cases would you say 

are r~peat offenders? 

6. Shoplifting is a complex problem and people may shoplift for different 

reasons. What do you think causes people to shoplift? 0 

'.\ 

--------~------------~-----------------------------~ 
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1 level , there are Sev.era.1 ,·.different goals for dealing 7. On a phi10sbphica , 

with shopllfters .• For examp1e,.wecol.lld attempt to punish shoplifters; 
o 

we c~'uldattem~t to rehabilitate them, or we could penalize conv~ncted 

shoplift~rs in order to deter ?thersfrom shoplifting. How important do 

you con,sider each of these three alternatives for solving the ,sh(lplifting 

. pr,oblem? 

a. What about 
punishment? 
Is it •• ~ 

o 

b. What about 
rehabilitation? 
Is it ••. 

c. What about _ 
pena 1i zi ng them 
to deter others? 
Is it ... 

Not ' Of o 

important little 
at all importance 

1 2 

1 2 

1 

Neutral 

3 

3 

3 

Of some 
impor- " 
tance 

4 

4 

Very 
important 

o 

5 

5 

5 

8. When we take a closerl~ok at ~ourt'decisions, we see that courts can give 

shoplifters fin~s, send them to jail, put them on probation, or give them a 

conditional discharge. How useful do you think each of these alternatives 

are for deterring shoplifters? 
L' Not useful Of Neutral Of some Very 

at all little use", useful 
use 

a. , What about 
1 2 .3 4 5 monetary fines? 

b. What about jail 
1 2 3 4 5 sentences? 

c. What about 
1 2 3 4 5 pl'obation? 

n 
q. What about condi-

1 2 3 4 5 ' tional discharge? 
.) e., What about $uper-

3 4 5 ViS~G~? . ,:c 1 2 
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9. Now I have a few questions which specifically deal with the shoplifting 

court in Chicago. To your knowledge, has the shoplifting court program. ~~ 
) .. r. 

1. increased the percentage. of shoplifting cases brought. ib cou.rt? 

°2. Decreased the .percentage'pf shopliftin~f cases brought to court? 

3. Had no effect on the shoplifting Cases brought to court? 

4 ... Not sure . 

10. " In your opinion, has the shopll"ftlng court program increased the percentage, 

of guilty verdicts in shoplifting? 

1. Yes 
II i\ 

2. No 

3. Not sure. 
,:Ii 

11. Do you think it has resulted in increased penalties for conyincted shopliftel"s? 
1. Yes. 

t~ 

,i.."';'," \1 

2. No o· 

3. Not sure. 

12. Do you think it bas reduced the cost of prosecuting shoplifters? 
L Yes 

2. No 

3. .Not sure. 

13. Do you think the shoplifting court is a significant improvement over the 

regular manner of processing shopfifting cases? 

Yes--How? 
,,-, ,', -------------.----------------

" 

No":--Why Not? ____________________________ _ 

Not sure. 

**NOTE: The following five question~ apply to retail security only.** 

If you are not interviewing a retail security person, please 
o 

go immediately to question 19. 
{I • {'. 

14. Can you tell me roughly how many caSes per month your company prosecutes 
I) 

in shopli{ting court? __ - ____ ~---_-______ ...... 

-=-~.-.~"~--.... ,, --"'-'-~ 
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.About ,what percentage ·of these cases 

"J)~~i . D % 
1(1 .• ' 

result in guilty verdicts? 

-0----~~~· --------~. ;< 

o· 
16. 'On the\)av~rage, hgw many'sh~plifters arearpprehended in your ,~omp'any 

. per month? ..,... __ -..,......,.,......-..-_........,-.,.----,---.;....,.~~---"-----.:..--..,...­
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o 
',_ . 17,. Has othe, shoplifting court program made it ,easier for your companyfo 

. ~ . .;, -
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prosec\Jte shoplifters? 

loVes 

2. No 

'. 3. Not sure/norecorCts 

dIn/a 
.~~' '. 

(\ 

18~ Has the shoplifting court sig'nificantly increased the number of cases 

your company is able to prosecute? 
c; 

lo Yes 
" 

2. No c:::; 

" " 

3. Not sure 

4. 1 din/a ' 

19. • Do you thinki:theshoplifting court program sh'buld be continued in Chic~.go? 

1. Yes 

2. No 

20. Would you recommend the adoption of similar programs in other "tities? 

1. Yes 

2. No 

3. Not .sure 

21. As you know; oneof~h(\ , objectives of the shop 1 i ft i. ng court program has 

been to make it easire for retailers to bring their cases to court. It 
il . 

appears that a large number of cases ar~ still being tenninated{or lack 
,'- '{~ :'. . ., . 

of a complaini.ng witness. "·.In your opiniOn, why are a large number of 
'c. 

cases still' being terminated for lack ofa complaining witness? 
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22: Do you have any suggestions for increasing the prosecution rate? . 
b 

OfF 
iii 
:Ii--__ --.;....,-.,..---.;....,----:----­

-.---..:-----..:-----------:-. ,-" \i\ 
':-7----=-<-' _ I' 

Ii 
.1' . 

23. DO you have aoy specific recorrmendatipns for the improvement of shoP~ 

lifting court or the court proces(~i.ng o,pf shopHfti,ng cases? 
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24. Do you have any further, cOImlents about the shopli fti ngcourt? 
Ii" 

25. 
" 

Finally, do youh~ye any comments or suggestions about the questions I 
c 

have asked you? ~At thts point we are testing the questions and they 
'i 

are open to revision. 
o 

II 

Thank you very much 'for your time. We appreciate your helpi'ng us with our 

study. .. ':::' , 
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